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3 A A fs 
ENQUIRY 


A 

INTO THE 1 
Judgment and Practice ANF þ 
r | 

| 


Catholick Church, 
Fore ee 
keference to the Adminiſtration of Bap- 
tiſm by Lay-Perſons. In which 
Mr. Bing hams Scholaſtical Hiſtory of 
Lay-baptiſm is conſidered, =» 


r having been lately aſſerted and publick- 
ly declared, that it is agreeable to the Senſe of 
the Catholick Church to maintain, that La- bap- 
riſm ts valid, and therefore not to be repeated, 
Thad refolved with my ſelf chroughly to exa- 
nine that Matter: But as I was beginning to en- 
tr on this Work, I was informed, that the very 
Learned and Reverend Mr. Bingham was enga- 
xd in it. Upon which 1 reſolved to deſiſt for 
| Time; and wait till I could fee what that ex- 
fllent Peron, who * done ſuch extraordina- 


ry 


2 M. Bix dH AH Scholaſtical 


ry Service to the Church in his Origines Eci upon 
aſticæ, would ſay on this Subject: Not doubting let 
but, foraſmuch as he had not yet publickly de ich ri 
clared his Opinion on either Side of this Con und be 


troverſie, we ſhould receive from him a very im 
partial Account of the Senſe of the Church in 
this Matter. And I had determined in my our 
Mind, that notwithſtanding I had already preach 
ed and printed againſt the Validity of Lay- ha 
tiſm, yet if it could be proved that the true Pri 
mitive Church had maintained Lay-baptiſm to be 
valid, and that it is a Doctrine founded uy; 
the Authority of the Holy Scriptures, and after that 
upon the Tradition of the Catholick Church, accor 
ding to the Golden Rule of Vincentius Lirinenſy 
if ic be what has been believed i» all Places, af 
all Times, and by all the Faithful, I would pub 
lickly retra& whatever I had ſaid on that Sub 
jet contrary to ſuch 3 Catholick Tradition. | 
confeſs I was once of Opinion, that the Yalidit 
of Lay-baptiſm was the conſtant declared Opini 
on of the Catholick Church, being thereto in 
quced by the Judgment of Archbiſhop Mitgift 
Mr. Hooker, and other Learned Men of ou 
Church, who I thought had fully examined this 
Point: And ſo long as I continued of that O 
ues, Mr. L . 


s Arguments weighed but 
little wich me. But when'I came to find that it 
was no more than the private Opinion of ſome fe 
Fathers, till about the Middle of the fourth Cen 
tury, and after that, was received by the Weſtert 
Church only, where the Papal Authority the! 
began too much, to prevail, I could not bu 
yield to the Force of Mr. L———'s Demonſtra . 
tions, and believe that La- baptiſm was invalid 
And Mr. Bingham in his Scbolaſtical Hiſtary of Ls 
baptiſm, has confirmed me in this Opinion, where 
I have, not found the Satisfaction 1 been l 
7 pou 


d Upon which Account, I have thought ĩt pro per 
an o ſet the Opinion of the Catholick Eturch 
wich relation to this Controyerſie, in a4 truer 
ind better Light. Which I ſhalt endeavour to 
o With all due Relpect to that very worthy 
n for whom” O Man has 4 greate 
Value than my ſelf, and who is one of the Taft 
Perfons F would have choſen to engage with 
in this, or any other Controverſie, elpeciall 
2 as relates to the Opinion ot Judgment 
the ancient Catholick Church: 35 wail know- 
ng how unequal a Match I am for one ſo well 
refed in Eccleſiaſtical Anti e and there- 
bre if 1 was not fully perfwadech that 1 had 
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. CHAP IL, 
ju Account of the Practice . the 2 5 
Ges cient Gurch. 


1 ts Learned Gentleman b very 
well, by ſettling a regular, orderly Me- 

od proper. to be obfet ved in our Enquit ies re- 
lating to this Controverſie, by diſtinguiſhing 


ler the Cammiſſion to ba 2 was ſo gioen to the 
Apoſtles, as thas they might communicate it to any 0- 
Wer ? 2. Whether Biſhops were inveſted. with the ſame 
Right which the Apoſtles bad? 3. Whether the Biſhops 


Bee. as inveſted with ſacerdutal Powers? 4. Whes 


e Deacons may baptixe either in ordinary or extraor- 
22-7) — 5. Whether 7 Minor Clergy below 
: 2 


Hiſtory Conſidered. 0 3 


the Truth on my e Hould NP to & 
ſlent. 


theſe ſeyeral Queſtions one from another. 1. Mb 


Way communicate. this Power only t Presbjyters on 


Deacon 
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Deacons, may have any Thing of the ſame Power coms 
municated to them 2. 6, Whether meer Lay- men wha 
were never called to any Eccleſiaſtical Office, may pro- 
miſcuouſly adminiſter Baptiſm in, ordinary Caſe;? 
7. M bet ber Bip ay give them a Right to do i; 
in extraordinary ſes of. extreams Neceſjuty ? 8. Whes 
ther if they do it with or without ſuch Commiſſon, 
their Baptiſm be holly null and invalid? 9. II betber 
Women may be allowed to baptize in Caſes. of the like 

Nectſſity? 18. Whether Heretical and Scbiſmatical 
| Prieſts be any better qualified to adminiſter. Baptiſm, 
than Catholick Lay-men ? 11. Whathber their Baptiſns 
be either Legal or Valid ? 12, Laſtly, Whether Baptiſm 
e by Turks, Jews or Infidels, - of any 
Account in the Chriſtian Chureb? The diſtin Conſe 
deration of "theſe ſeveral Dueſtions, will take in eyery 


Thing that relates to this Subject : And what I ro- | 


e, ws to give ſome Reſolution of them, ſo far. as 
225 be collected from the general 8 and US of 
the Church, both, ancient and modern. I will take 
theſe Queſtions in Order as they are ſtated, and 
follow this learned Gentleman Step by Step. ig 
cha Aas 

§ 2. To begin with the Practice of the ancient Church, 
Tt 4s certain the Commiſſion to baptize, was originally 
given by our. Saviour to the Eleven Apoſtles; for .. 
it  expreſly- ſaid, Mat. Xxviii. 16, &c, Then the 
Eleven Diſciples went away into Galilee, into 3 
Mountain where Jeſus had appointed them. And 
Jeſus' came and ſpake "unto them, ſaying, all 
Power is given unito me both in Heaven and in 
Earth; G0 ye therefote and teach all Nations, 
baptizing them in the Name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Hol) Ghoſt: Teaching 
them to obſerve all Things whatſoever I have 
commanded you; and lo I am with you alway, 


even unto the End of the World. Now 'by the 
Tenor of this Commiſſion, it is certain they were 15 
\f ln weſten 
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Office: 


Hiſtory | Conſidered. © F 
veſted with Authority not only to baptize: themſelves, 
but to communicate this. Power to ot bers: For the 
Commiſſion and Power. of Baptiz.ing, was not to die 
with them, but to continue to the End of the World. 
But then two Lueſtions ariſe from bence ; Whom they 
Auallj authorized; to baptize? And to whom they 
gove Commiſſion to authorize others to baptize? As 
u the firſt . Queſtion, it. is evident from Apoſiolical 
Hiſtory, that they gave Commiſſion to Biſbeps,*Presby- 
ters and, Deacons 10 Baptixe : Fur Philip ho (was 
but a. Deacon 2 the . as. we read, Act. 
vill. 38. Bus till it remaqiut @ Qygeſt ion, | whether they 
Fend this . otfiers,: either. in ardinary - 
extraordingry Gaſes; Thyps far this learned Gentleman 
and I are perfectly agreed. But in what follows I 
muſt, ill} L ſea, better Reaſons, differ from him. 


He 9 597 that he Ancient Aut bor, under the Name 


8. Ambroſe, z:24af Obinion, i bat n hoff les fr 
1 it neceſſary, for mg nie ami increaſe % 
the Church, to grant à general Commiſſion> tall: Chri- 
fians, both 1% Teach and Þaptize : Bat aſſion | as the 
Neceſſity was aver; Afjoaraithe World ius generally 
converted, and Churches erected, Governors and other 
Officers uere. appointed in all Gburches; And then this 
general Commiſion was Withdrawn; ſo that none even 
among the Clergy, was Jo preſume to medd}t with any 
Office ta. which he-was'nat appointed. Hence it came 


' ropaſs, that neither Deacons | were allowed. to preach, 


nor the Inferior, Clergy ner La men to haftize. This 
Aut bor ſeems to have been of, Opinion, thut the Com- 
miſſion. which. our Saviour left with bis Apoſtles, was 
4 diſcretionary Power, to authorize ſuch others to bap- 
tize, a they. in their Wiſdom under the Direction of 
the Holy,Ghoſt ſhould think, proper to anſwer he preſent 
Neceſſities: and emergent Octaſiuns of the Church: And 
that, therefore, as no one can have s Power of Baptizing, 
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| Ambroſ. Com. in Epheſ. 4. p. 948. | 


but 
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but he that receive: ſome Way or other a Commiſſon 
from them; ſo when the Noceſfnies of the Church re. 
quired. it, they bad Power to authorize © others, . beſides 
he fan ding Miniſters, to buprize ; which Power they 
both might and did recal again, aſſoon & thoſe Neceſſ- 
ties of the Church were over. Now to what is here 
faid, I have fome Exceptions to make. For Mr. 
Bingham acknowledges; that no other Writer among 
the Ancients has ſo plainly exprofſed bis Mind upon this 
Point: It is plain therefore, that we have not the 
conſentient Teſtimony of the Primitive Church, 
for the Apoltles authorizing Lay men to baptize; 
ſince but one ancient Author mentions any ſuch 
Thing, neither do we knew who that Author 
was If it was Hilary the Roman Deacon, as is 
commonly fappoſed;che was not 2 Perſon of the 
beſt Reputation ſor Judgment and ' Orthodoxy. 
But admitting his Authority to be equal to that of 
any Author his Contemporary, yet this is an O- 
pinion concerning a Matter of Fact founded on a 
Record ſtill N we are not 
to be jad y any Opinion but by the 
Ress Therefore unlefs it can be nad 
appear from the Scriptures *( which are our Re- 
cord forithe"AQs and Practice of the Apoſtles ) 
that the: Apoſtles actually did give all Chriſtians 
2 Commiſſion to preach and baptize; and after- 
wards when the Church was better ſettled with- 
drew that Commiſſion again, all that this Author 
ſays is of no Weight. But Mr. Bingham fays, Al 
thoſe whd\maintained the Power of Biſhops to authorize 
Deacons and La- men to baptixe, or at their Diſcretion 
to reſtrain them from it, muſt needs go upon the ſame 
Principle. To which it may be anſwered as be- 
fore, that if the Matter of Fact on which this 
Principle is founded does not appear, then the 
Principle it ſelf cannot ſtand. And till the Fact 
is proved ſrom thoſe authentick Records ſtill ex- 
JL) | tant, 
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tant, on which thoſe who maintained this Opinĩ- 
on are ſuppoſed to have grounded it, we may 
conclude the Principle to be nnfound, as want- 
ing a ſolid Foundation: Unleſs he could prove 
that it was maintained by ſuch as were contem- 
porary with the Apoſtles or their immediate Sue- 
ceſſots, and ſo may be ſuppoſed to know their 
practice more fully than the Scriptures have re- 
corded it. But we meet with no ſuch Teſtimo- 
nies, nor any ſuch Principle as is here laid down, 
till the Council of Eliberis, two Hundred Years, 
at leaſt, after the Death of the Apoſtles. 

Another Exception I have to this Opinion, as 
laid down by Mr. Bingbam is, that he ſeems here 
to put Deacons and Lay-men upon a Level as to the 
Right of adminiſtring Baptiſm. Whereas he be- 
fore laid it down as undeniable, that the Apoſtles 

e Commiſſion to Biſhops, Presbyters and Deacons to 

tiſe. So that according to his own Account 
the Deacens had a ſtanding permanent Commiſſi- 
on for chis Purpoſe as well as the Biſhops and 
Presbyters, chough ſubordinate and under the Di- 
rection of the Biſhop as the Presbyters Commiſſi- 
on alſo was. But ſure he will not ſay, that Lay- 
men had any ſuch ſtanding permanent Commit- 
hon to baptize. | | 


In the laſt Place, admitting this Principle was 


true, and that Lay men might baptize by vertue 
of a particular Commiſſion or Licenſe from the 
Apoſtles, or the Biſhops their Succeſſors in ex- 
traordinary Caſes and on particular Exigents, yet 
this by no means tends to determine the preſent 
Controverſy: Which is not whether Lay · men, 
being aut boris. ed by the Biſhop, may validly bap- 
tize 2 but whether they may do ſo unauthorized ? 
Which is the Caſe of all our Diſſenters. 


5 3. The 
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8 Mr. BIx GRA M's Scholaſtical 
8 3. The next Poſition of Mr. Bing bam is this; 
that the ancient Writers ſpeak of the original Power of 
adminiſtring Baptiſm, as lodged ſolely and entirely in 
| the Hand: of the Biſhops, as the Apoſtles immediate 
Succeſſors, and Derivatively conveyed from them to o- 
thers, whom "they autborized to be either the ſtanding 
and ordinary Miniſters of Baptiſm, or elſe only the oc- 
eafional and extraordinary Miniſters of it, in Times of 
abſolute Neceſſity and great Exipencies of the Church, 
Bur-as it cannot be proved that the Apoſtles ap- 
inted ordinary and extraordinary Miniſters of 
paß, but ordinary Miniſters only, ſo it wants 
to be proved that Biſhops could do what the A- 
ſtles did not. That the Power of Baptizing 
was lodged ſolely and entirely in the Hands of 
the Biſhops, as Succeſſors to the Apoſtles, I truly 
and readily acknowledge; and that it is deriva- 
tively conveyed by them to Presbyters and Dea- 
cons I alſo grant. But I cannot admit that they 
could, even in extraordinary Caſes, give ſuch 
Power to Lay-men, unleſs I firſt ſaw it proved 
that the Apoſtles, whoſe Succeflors they are, had 
ever done ſo. | ene 
Again, ſuppoſing Biſhops could authorize or 
commiſſion Lay-men to baptize in Caſes of 
Neceflity ; yet, ſince the Power of adminiſtring 
Baptiſm is lodged ſolely and entirely in the Bi- 
ſhops, and only derivatively conveyed from them 
to others, thoſe to whom it is not thus deriva- 
tively convey'd cannot baptize. Therefore un- 
authorized, uncommiſſioned Lay-men cannot 
baptize, having derived no Authority from the 
Biſhop to do ſo, in whom the fole entire Power 
of adminiſtring Baptiſm is lodged. So that al- 
lowing all that is here pleaded for, the pretend- 
ed Baptiſms of our Diſſenters cannot be pronouns 
ced valid, they having no Kind of Authority ei- 
ther ſuperior or Derivative for this Purpoſe. 
| 9 4. Mr. 


hd 


$ 4 Mr. Bing bam having proved that the Power 
if adminiſtring Baptiſm u lodged ſolely and entirely in 
Biſhops, in ſuch Manner that neither Deacons nor 
presbytets can baptize, but as they derive their 
power from him, and therefore cannot regularly 
execute that Power but in Subordination to him, 
proceeds to ſhew that, F Presbyters ſet themſelves 
F Ls Oppoſition to their Biſhop, and either acted without or 
cb. axoinſt his Conſent, as abſolute and independent of him, 
p- WW then their Bapriſms and all their other Offices and Mini- 
of Wl frations were irregular and unlawful, becauſe done in 
its Wl ſcbiſmatical Way, and in a profeſt Contempt of Au- 
A. WW thiricy, and all the: fanding Rules and Laws of the 
18 Wl Church, Yer though ſuch. Baptiſms were very ſonful 
of ad irregular in Reſpect of the Perſons Miniſtring, they 
ly Wl were not eſt emed to be utterly void and null in Reſpect 
a- Wl of bo; Porſons baptized. ' In this I heartily agree 
2- Lich him and ſubſcribe to his Opinion, only wich 
y Wl this Exception, that it cannot be . proy'd, that 
li! WM ſuch Baptiſms were very Sinful, Irregular and Un- 
d ful, with reſpe& tothe Commiſſion or Autho- 

rity of-the Perſons ring, all che Sinfulneſs, 
Irregularity and Unlawfulneſs, was only in the 
"r Circumſtance, not in the Bapriſms themſelves. 
of BW But now comes the Point to be diſcuſſed. How 
g WW # came td poſi, that Baptiſm miniſtred by @ Presbyter 
i- ilkegally and without Commiſſiun, was A 4 
1 i feemed. valid, not wit hſtanding the Sinfulneſs of the 
„ of Jiniftration? Ii reſolved, ſays he, by 


1- Wl (ome into the Indelible Character and Power of the 
t © Prieſthood, which is given to '@ Presbyter at bis Or- 
ec dination, by which they think all bis miniſterial Ads 


* fand good, though done in an irregular Manner, a- 
: cainſt 1he Laws and Canons of the Church; and that 


- Hf © 4 Prieff cannot be diveſted of this Power, after be is 
— * once legally ordained to it. But here Mr. Bingham 
= Bf diſputes againſt what is nothing to the Purpole ; 
for tis no Matter whether L596 Character be _ 

| ible 
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lible or no; ſo long as it is Matter of Fact chat 
the Character of thoſe Prieſts was indeleted at the 
Time of their Baptizing, and therefore all his 
following Arguments ſignify Nothing to the Caſe 
before us; but however I will conſider them x 
little: He ſays, 1. Becauſe they did not ſuppoſe Bay. 
tiſm founded wholly on ſacerdotal Powers, nor tied ſo 
abſolutely to the Office of a Priift, hut that it migbt in 
ordinary Cafes alſo be adminiſtred by Deacons, if they 
had the Biſhop's Commiſſion. That Deacons might 
baptize is readily granted, but does it therefore 
follow that Baptiſm was not therefore founded on 
ſacerdotal Powers? * Mr. Bingham himſelf has 
learnedly proved that the Deacons Office was reckn- 
ed a lower Degree of the Prieftheod. It ſo, the Des. 
cons muſt be allowed to have ſome ſacerdotal 
Powers, though in an inferior Degree to Presby- 
ters, as Presbyters had them in an inferior De- 
gree to the ' Biſhops. From whence it follows 
that Baptiſm might be ſuppoſed to be founded on 
ſacerdotal Powers, though the Miniſtration of it 
even in ordinary Caſes was committed to Dea- 
-cons. But he adds, that it was alſo permitted to 
be miniſtred by Lay-men, in extraordinary "Caſes af 
preſſing Neceſſity, if they had the . Licenſe and 
Authority to do it, as we ſhall ſee hereafter. This 
ſhall be examin'd in its proper Place, and there 
we ſhall ſee how true and Catholick that Practice 
was in the Primitive Church. He ſays, 2. The 
indelible Character of a Prieſt does not qualify him to 
at contrary to the Commiſſion of his Biſhop : For then 
bit Baptiz.ing would be both authorized and unauthori- 
⁊ed, regular and irregular, lawful and unlawful at the 
Same Time, and in the very ſame Att and Reſped, 
' which is a manifeſt ContradiFion. Very true, if it 
be ſo in the ſame Reſpect, as well as in the ſame 
* | } . . 
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Time and in the ſame. Act. But we conceive it 
may be very well authorized in ig ſelf, and un- 
authorized in its Circumſtances ; regular in its 
ſelf, and irregular in its Circumſtances : and con- 
equetuly authorized and unauthorized, regular 
and itregular in ſeveral Reſpects. For Example, 
may be authorized and regular as he is a Prieſt 
that miniſters it, though it be unauthorized and 
regular as he does it in the ſinful Circumſtance. 
of Oppoſition to the Biſhop. His Miniſtration as 
2 Prieſt makes the Baptiſm valid, but his doing it 
n Oppoſition to the Biſhop, to whom he ought to 
be ſubject, renders the Act ſinful and irregular 
in that Reſpect. But then, he ſays, a Prieſt could 
wer be depoſed from bis Office, be bis Crimes never ſo 
great. Once a Prieſt and he would be always a Prieſt, 
md they who gave bim bis Commiſſion 2v0wld have no 
lutbority to withdraw bis Commiſſion, and reduce him 
the State of a Lay-man : Which contrary to the 
| on MW vbole Tenor of Eccleſiaſtical Diſcos and quite cuts 
f it be Sinews of. Epiſcopal Pawer. But whether they 
Yea MY vho gave him his Commiſſion, can withdraw it 
1 to Mind reduce him to the State of a Lay-man or no; 
1 dis is certain that Mr, Bingham himſelf tells“ us 
and in this very Book, That the Church did not pretend 
This belly to cancel or annul their Ordination, or give them 
ere Monew Ordination, when ſhe authorized. them to offici= 
tice de gain : But ſhe could and did by ber Cenſures, de- 
The Mjrive them of the Execution of ber ſacred. Offices, and 
„ duce them in all other Reſpects to the Quality of Lan- 
then ven 3 and then if they atted in that State, it was not 
bori- ber Authority, but as Uſurpers and Invaders. Now 
tte bis I think plainly proves what I ſaid before, and 
pet, phat he endeavours to refute, viz. that their 
f it prieſtly Character was indeleted, the Church ne- 
ame ier pretending wholly to cancel and annul it; 
a e. 9. 
ime | _ , Conz 
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Conſequentiy 
their Baptiſms were valid, by vertue of that inde- 
leted Character: Though they ſinned molt grie. 
voully, and added Sin to Sin every Time they ex- 


ecuted their Office againſt the Authority of the 


Church. For which Reaſons I cannot but think, 


that the Ancients chought the Right of Baptizing 


belonged to a Man, as he was veſted with ſacer- 
dotal Powers, though when he executed thoſe 


Powers in Oppoſition to his Superior, the Biſhop 


from whom they were originally derived, they 
very juſtly judged" that he deſerved the ſevereſt 
Cenſures, and would infallibly be damned for 
executing: his Office in a ſchiſmatical Way, and 
thereby breaking the Bond of Charity and 
Church commu nion... 8 1 
8 F. In this Section he proves, that Deacon. in 
I ſome ancient Canons inveſted with the Power of 
Baptixing in ordinary Cafes, #s well as the Priefts. 
But then he ſhews that others allowed Deacons to bop. 
xe only in extraordinary Caſes, where 'a Presbyter could 
not be had. From whence he infers as moſt evident, 
That ſo many of the Ancients as excluded Deacons from 
the ordinary Miniſtrat ion of Baptiſm, did it upon this 
Suppoſition, that the ordinary Miniſtration of 'Baptiſm 
Was the proper Office of the Priefts or Presbyters alone, 


who were 4 ſuperior Order above Deacons : But jet, 
that in Caſes of extreme Neceſſity it was lawful for o- 


thers, beſides Prieſts, by the Biſhop's Authority ; And 
this Ground, in ſuch Caſes, it was eſteemed. al(o 
the Office of Deacons. But Mr. Bingham has ſhewed 
us F in another Place of this Book, that ancienth 
in ſmall Dioceſes, Biſhops were the uſual and ordinary 
Miniſters of Baptiſm themſelves. Conſequently in 
fuch Places Presbyters were allowed to miniſter 
tiſm only in extraordinary Caſes, But was 
— — — ä — —-—-— 3 — 
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t therefore the received Opinion of any Church 
that Presbyters were not the ordinary Miniſters 
of Baptiſm? It only proves that the Church 
thought it proper for this Sacrament to be ad- 
miniſtred by a Perſon of the higheſt Order that 
could conhveniently be procured; and therefore 
where the Biſhop could do it conveniently. him- 
ſelf,, the Presbyters did not Miniſter it but in 
particular Caſes, and where 'a Presbyter could 
be procured for this Miniſtration, a Deacon 
ought not to intrude. But it does not therefore 
follow that Deacons were not eſteemed by them 
as the ordinary Miniſters of Baptiſm, as well as 
Priefts> So that I can ſee nothing in this Argu- 
ment that tends to prove; that any were allowed 
to baptize in extraordinary Caſes, who had do 
power to do it in ordinary ones. ann 
$ 6. Thentxt Queſtion, he ſays, is concerning Sub- 

deacont, aud the Reſt of the inferior Orders, who went 
by the _—_ the Minor Clergy in the Primitive 
Church.” Theſe I confels-were but Lay- men, and 
he acknowledges that they bad no Power to bap- 
tize in ordinary Caſes : Whether they bad any in extra- 
ordinary Caſes, he allo grants, is not in direct Terms 
decided by the. Ancients ; ſo we muſt judge only by 
Parity of © Reaſon, what they thought upom it. For if 
the Ancients granted Liberty in extraordinary Caſes, 
to meer Monks and Lay-men to haptixe, it will readi- 
ly follow, that they would not ſcruple to grant the ſame 
Power to the Inferior Clergy. is is allowed, and 
we come now to the main Point in Controverſie 
. — edna th | - 4 
97. Firſt of all, ſays he, it is certain, that 
men DAS 2 debarr d from meddling with the Ad- 
miniſtration of Baptiſm in all ordinary Caſes, So far 
we are agreed, But ſtill, as he goes on, the 
grand - Oueſtion remains, whether ever they were al- 
lawed to do it in extraordinary Caſes of extream - 
| celſii, 
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ceſſity, ben no publick Miniſter could be procured 75 
do it ? And this, he ſays, muſt be reſolved in the 
Air mati ve, 'as to the general Practice of. the Church, 
though there are ſome Exceptions of particular Churches 
10 the contrary. On the other Side I am of Opi- 
nion, that it muſt be reſolved in the Negative 
as to the general Practice of the Church, though 
there are ſome Exceptions of particular Churches 
to the contrary. Tertullian, as he obſerves, ii the 
firſt Writer ebat ſpeaks directly to this Point, and he 
delivers himſelf * thuziupertithe Matter. The chief 
* Prieft; who is the: Biſhop, has Power to give 
© Baptiſm; and after him Presbyters and Dea- 
© cons, yet not without the Authority of the 
e Biſhop, for the Honour of the Church, in the 
< Preſervation of which, Peace is preſerved. In 
© another Reſpect Laytmen have alſo a Right to 
5 give it; for what is received in Common, 
ec may be given in Common. Baptiſm is God's 
ce peculiar, and may be conſerred by all. But 
© Lay-men are in a much greater Degree obli- 
© ped by the Rules of Modeſty in the Uſe of 
© their Power, ſince they who are Superior to 
© them, are obliged not to aſſume to themſelves 
ce the Office which belongs to the Biſhop only. 
ce Emulation is the Mother of Strife. All Thipgs 
« are lawful ſays the Holy Apoſtle, but all 
© Things are not expedient. Therefore it ought 
© to ſuffice them to uſe this Power in Neceſſities, 
ce hen the Condition af the Place, or Time, or 
© Perſon requires it: For then their charitable 
cc Aſſiſtance is accepted, when the Circumſtance 
cc of one in Danger preſſes them to it. And in 
cc this Caſe he would be guilty of a Man's De- 
ce ſtruction, that omitted to do what he law- 
ce fully might. This is the whole Paſſage in 
— — n — — — | 
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Tertullian, as Mr. Bingbham has tranſlated it: Which 
indeed is plain enough, for Tertullians Opinion 
of the Right of Lay- men to Baptize. But now 
the Queſtion is, whether Tertullian here gives us 
his own private Opinion, or the Senſe of the 
Church 2 Mr. Bingham ſays, No Learned Man but 
Mr. Dodwel,: ever took this Paſſage for Tertullian's 
private Opinion. And that ſince in the former Part 
be is certainly ſpeaking of the Practice of the Church, 
when be ſays, Presbyters and Deacons act by the Bi- 
ſhop's Authority, when they adminiſter Baptiſm in or- 
dinary Caſes ; It would ſeem ſtrange then, if he ſhould 
invert bis Diſcourſe immediately in the next Words, and 
not mean the Practice of the Church when be comes to 
ſpeak of Lay men. But let us try the Matter by 
Tertullian's own Words, and ſee if it be not evi- 
vident from thence, that though he ſpeaks of the 
Practice of the Church in what he ſays of Bi- 
ſhops and Presbyters, and Deacons, yet in the 
next Words where he ſpeaks of Lay-mens Pow- 
er to Baptize, he only delivers his own particu- 
lar Sentiments. For he ſays, © The chief Prieſt, 
© who is the Biſhop, has Power to give Baptiſm, 
* and after him Presbyters and Deacons, yet not 
© without the Authority of the Biſhop, for the 
© Honour of the Church, in the Preſervation of 
* which Peace is preſerved. ” In theſe Words he 
plainly ſhews, that the Church allowsnone to bap- 
tize but the Biſhop and Presbyters and Deacons 
under him ; therefore he adviſes thatno one break 
in upon this Eccleſiaſtical Eſtabliſhment, becauſe 
that will be an Offence againſt the Honour of 
the Church, whoſe. Honour ought to be pre- 
ſerved for Peace's ſake, Otberwiſe, that is, if the 
Church had not decreed the contrary, Lay men 
have alſo a Right to give it; for what M received 
in Common, may be given in Common. Here he as 
plainly gives his private Opinion together * 

| | is 
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his Reaſon for it, though a very frivolous one; 
becauſe they have received Baptiſm as well as the Bi- 
frop, all have received it, 'and therefore all may 
give it; a'Reaſon which he himſelf, in the next 
Paſſage to that quoted by Mr. Bing bam, will not 
allow to authorize Women to baptize, and yer 
if his Rule be good, that what is received in Com- 
mon, may be given in-Common, that is, that every 
one may give what he has received, Women 
have as much Right to Baptize by Vertue of 
their own Baptiſm as Men ; for they have recei- 
ved it in common with Men : There is not one 
Baptiſm for Men, 4nd another for Women, but the 
fame Baptiſm is common to both. Tertullian plainly 
intimates, that he thought Lay-men had a Pow- 
er to baptize in ordinary Caſes, but only were 
| pray by Eccleſiaſtical Law or Cuſtom, and 
e exhorts them not to break in upon this Law 
but in caſe of great Neceſſity, for. the Honour 
of the Chuch, which muft be preſerved for the 
Sake of Peace and Unity. He did not look up- 
on Holy Orders as a Divine, but only an Eccle- 
fiaſtical Inſtitution, which Opinion he more 
plainly expreſſes in another Place, * where he 
fays, © Are not we Laicks Prieſts? For it is 
„ Written, he has made us a Kingdom and Prieſts 
© to God and his Father. The Authority of the 
* Church, and the Honour of the ſanctified 
ce Conſiſtory, has made the Difference between 
« Clergy and Laity. So that where there is not 
© an Eccleſiaſtical Conſiſtory, you offer f or ad- 
E ® Exhortar, ad caſtitat. Cap. VIII. Nonne & Laici ſacer- 
d otes ſumus? Scriptum eſt enim, Regnum quoq; nos & ſi- 
cerdotes Deo & Patri ſuo fecit. Differentiam inter Ordi- 
nem & plebem conſtituit eccleſiæ Authoritas, & Honor per 
Ordinis conceſſum ſanctificatus. Adeo ubi eccleſiaſtici Or- 
dinis non eſt conceſſus, & offers & tinguis & Sacerdos 

es tibi ſolus. Sed & ubi tres, eceleſia eſt, licet Laici. 
miniſlet 
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© miniſter the Euchariſt] and Dip [or Baptize] 
© and are your own Prieſt. And where there 
© be Three, though they be Lay-men, there is 
the Church. Was this ever the Opinion of 
the Catholick Church? Did the Church ever be- 
lieve that the Difference between Clergy and 
Laity was not of Divine Inſtitution, but meerly 
an Eecleſiaſtical Canon or Cuſtom? It is plain, 
this was Tertullian s Opinion, and by vertue of this 
private Opinion of his own, he declared, that 
Lay-men may baptize or adminiſter the Eucha- 
rift in Caſes of Neceflity. A little after he de- 
cares ſecond Marriages to be utterly unlawful. 
Was this alſo the Opinion of the Church? IT am 
ſure it is contrary to S. Paul's. Doctrine, Rom. 
ni. 3. Ithink therefore it is very evident, that 
Trtullian was perfectly ſingular in this Opinion, 
and it can by no Means be made appear from 
what he ſays on this Occaſion, that the Church 
even in caſes of Neceflity, permitted Lay-men- 
to Baprize. N | | 
9 9. The next Authority produced on this 
ore W Occaſion, is the Decree of the Council of Eli- 
he WW eric, a Spaniſh Synod; which appointed, That when 
is ¶ Men were upon a Voyage at Sea, or in any Place where 
eſts % Church was near at Hand, if a Catechumen bap- 
the Wl jeved to be extreamly ſick, and at the Point of Death, 
fied MW bat then any Chriſtian who had bis own Baptiſm en- 
een tire, and was no Bigamiſt, might Baptize him. Mr. 
not MW Bingham was aware that Mr. L had alrea- 
ad- dy made ſome Reflections on this Decree, (which 
in his Appendix to this Book, he alſo owns are 
juſt enough) and therefore tells us, that is ill 
ü.. 107 be here material for any one to Object, that this 
di- was but the Determination of a private National Coun- 
"PI d: For we are not now enquiring, what Obligation 
any other Church is under to follow this Rule, but en- 
ly what was Matter of Fact, and the Practice of the 
ſer ancient Church, Very "D* but as he ſaid before, 
| we 
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we are enquiring what was the general Practice of 
the Church, and not into ſome Exceptions of particu- 
lar Churches to the contrary : Therefore it is mate. 
rial to obſerve, that this was but a private Nati. 
onal Council, and gives us no more than the O- 
pinion of a particular Church, and not the ge- 
neral Practice of the Catholick Church. And 
Mr. L has * ſhewed, that this Canon was 
not made as Declarative of any proper Inherent 
Right or Authority that Lay-Chriſtians, as ſuch, 
had to baptize : It only appointed ſome to do 
this, who had not Authority to do it before of 
themſelves. Conſequently this Canon introdu- 
ced a New Law into that Church, which the 
Catholick Church was before unacquainted with, 
Nor does it appear that the Church in General 
ever received this Canon, nor is its Authority 
urged by any of the Fathers, who have pleaded 
for the Validity of Lay-baptiſm. This Canon 
is therefore no Teſtimony of the general Pra- 
dice of the Church, which we are now enqui- 
ring into, but only the Opinion of one private 
National Church. Beſides, as Mr. L has 
obſerved, it is plainly reſtrained to ſuch as were 
in Communion with, and Subjection to their Bi- 
ſhops. It is limited to Caſes of abſolute Neceſ- 
ſity, and to Perſons though not actually in Or- 
ders, yet qualified for Orders, as Mr. Bing bam 
himſelf expounds it. And therefore if this had 
been a General Council, as it certainly was not, 
or if the Catholick Church had afterwards re- 
ceived this Canon, as it certainly did not, or if 
it had been Declarative of the Ck or Ge- 
neral Practice of the Church, as there is not any 
Manner of Evidence that it was, our Lay-bap- 
tizers who act in Oppoſition to Epiſcopacy, 
and pretend to Baptize in ordinary Caſes, 
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could have received no Authority from this 
Canon. | 

1 {$ 10. Whilſt this Matter, ſays Mr. Bingham, was 
thus determined in the Weſt, (how it was there de- 
termined has been already examined) there bap- 
gened another famous Tranſattion in the Eaſt, which 
drew on a like Determination in the Church of Alex- 
andria, if we may give Credit to any of the ancient 
Hiſtorians, Socrates, Sozomen and Ruffin, who all. 
relate it. Ruffin ſays, he had the Story from thoſe 
who lived and converſed with Athanaſius : And the 
Account of it according to his Relation, is this. © A- 
«© lexander, Biſhop of Alexandria, on a certain 
“Day, being the Feſtival of Peter the Martyr, af- 
© ter the folemn Service of the Church was o- 
© yer, was entertaining himſelf with a Proſpect 
© toward the Sea, whilſt he expected his Clergy 


i © to come and dine with him: In his Proſpect 


© ar ſome Diftance, upon the Sea Shoar, he be- 
© held a Number of Youths at Play, acting the 
© Part of a Biſhop, and doing all Things which 
* were uſed to be done in the Church: And 
© viewing them intently for ſome Time, he at 
© laſt ſaw them come to the Secret and Myſtical 
© Rites of Religion. Upon which being ſome- 
© what perplexed, he ſent immediately for his 
© Clergy, and ſhewed them what he himſelf 
* had .. ordering them withal to go and 
* bring the Boys before him. Who being ask- 
% ed what Play they were at, and what they 
© had done, and after what manner; they at 
© firſt denied all the whole Matter, as Children 
© uſed to do through Fear, but afterwards they 
© told. every Thing in order as it was done, 
* confeſling that they had baptized certain Ca- 
© techumens by the Hand of Atbanaſius, who 
© ated the Part of the Biſhop in the Play. 
* Then examining further of thoſe who were 
D2 « faid 


20 Mr. BIN GUAM s Scholaſtical 


e ſaid to be baptized, what Queſtions they were 
© asked, and what Anſwers they made; and be- 
* ing likewiſe informed by him who had been 
© the chief Actor, when he found that all Things 
* had been done according to the Rites of our 
Religion; after he had conferred with a Coun. 
&«& cil of his Clergy, he is ſaid to have determi. 
« ned, That the Baptiſm of thoſe on whom Wa. 
© ter had been poured, with the proper Inter- 
© rogatories and Reſponſes, ought not to be re. 
<< peated, but only have thoſe Things added, 
© which the Prieſts were uſed to perform.” So- 
crates and Sozomen have the ſame Story, and the 
Author of the Life of Athanaſius in Photius with 
Johannes Moſchus, and many others. They who 
find themſelves preſſed with this Relation, take ſeveral 
Ways to auoid the Force 'of it. Michael Glycas, ; 
Greek Hiſtorian, plainly inverts the Biſhop's Determipa- 
tion, and ſays, he ordered them to be Re-baptized 3 Which 
& ſo manifeſt a Prevarication, and Afront to the Faith 
of all the old Hiſtorians,that it deſerves no other Anſwer, 
but to give it its true Name of a bold Falſification and 

| Impoſture. Others incline to call in Queſtion the while 
Story, and tell us, that Learned Men now generally al- 
ſo incline to reject it as a Fittion. I know Spanheim 
and ſome few others do ſo; but the Generality f 
Learned Men, are not of that Opinion. Archbiſhop 
Whitgift, Abbot, Cotelerius, Pagi, and many o. 
thers that might be named, Men of Cbaracter in their 
Age, bave appeared in its behalf, and defended it as 
genuine Piece of Hiſtory. And it is ſome Confirmation, 
that Ruffin ſays, be had it from the Mouth of thoſe 
2ho converſed with Athanaſius. And Nicephorus 
Calliſtus, bo alſo relates the Story, gives a paralld 
Inſtance of another Fat# much like this, which happen- 
ed in his own Time at Conſtantinople. Which ſhews 
it not to be altogether ſo ſingular and incredible a Caſt, 

as ſome are apt to imagine. But admit it * fe 
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lulous Report, yet we muſt charitably believe of the an- 
cient Hiſtorians, both Greek and Latin, that they be- 
lieved themſelves, at leaſt what they reported, that 
ſuch a Fact had happened at Alexandria; and it 
had been contrary to the general Senſe and Practice of 
the Church in their Times, they would hardly have re- 
lated it ſo plauſibly, without paſſing ſome Cenſure and 
Reflection on it as ſome modern rocks have done, 
who like not the Thing, and therefore cenſure it, not 
as @ fabulous Story, but an irregular Action: Which 
the ancient Hiſtorians having not done, it may reaſona- 
bly be concluded, that at. leaſt, they tboug bt the Deter- 
mination of Alexander and his Council, to be agreea= 
ble to the general Senſe and Practice of the Church. But 
there is another Exception made to this Caſe by Mat- 
thew Blaſtares, a m»dern Greek Canoniſt, who ſays, 
it was only a ſingle Example, and done againſt Canon. 
Which is an Anſwer that has more Modeſty, and in one 
Part of it ſeems to carry more Weight in it, than any 
of the former. For I believe there is no Canon that 
does antecedently aut borixe one Youth, without Neceſſi- 
ty, to baptize another. But then be a little miſtakes 
the Lueſtion, which is not about the Fatt of Athana- 
al. ¶ fius, but the Determination ef Alexander upon it: For 
eim ¶ to the Fact of Athanaſius, any one will readily own, * 
; of Wl that there was neither Canon nor Precedent, perhaps, 
iſhop WI to warrant the doing of it; and it would be ſtrange 
. if any ſuch Canon ſhould be made in the Church. But 
heir I for the Determination of Alexander, that a Baptiſm 
4 given in due Form, though irregularly by the Hand of 
tion, ¶ 4 Lay-man, may be ſo valid as not to need repeating 3 
hoſe I beliewe it will not be ſo eaſie a Matter as Blaſtares 
»rus ¶ imagined directly to confront it, by declaring that ſuch 
alle ¶ irregular Baptiſms are abſolutely null and void, though 
pen" they have the poſtnate Allowance of the Church where 
ws they were done, which was the peculiar Circumſtance 
4% *f the preſent Caſe : For there ſeem to be two Ways of 
fa allowing any Att, either by an antecedent Authoriry 
low . given 
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given to a Man to perform it, or by a ſubſequent Con- 
Frmation of the Thing when done Irregularly, and with. 
Unt Authority, whic is, cx poſt facto, an Allowance 
4 it. And thus, it is plain, the Baptiſms given by 
thanaſius, were allowed and confirmed by Alexander 
in the Church. 

Mr. Bingham lays ſo much Streſs upon this 
Story, and indeed if it be true, and if Alexander's 
Determination, ſuppoſing the Truth of the Fact, 
be juftifiable, is fo very material to this Contro- 
verſy, that I have literally tranſcribed all he has 
faid in Favour of it, without omiting or changing 
a Word, that ſo no one may pretend that I have 
not given it the full Light he has ſet it in. And 
now I ſhall examine the Matter it ſelf, and en- 
quire Firſt, whethet there is not great Reaſon to 
believe the Fact it ſelf to be falſe 2 And Second. 
Iy, if the Fact be true, whether Alexan4-r 5 De- 
termination in this Caſe can be juſtified by any 
ſubſequent Authority of the Church ? For it is 
agreed that he had no Precedent for it. 

Firſt, As to the Truth of the Story, * Dr. Cave, 
a very good Judge in Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, tells 
us that he always looked upon it to be fabulous. 
Rufinus, he obſerves, a "ery credulous Writer, 
tells it only upon a Hearſay, which Hearſay 
could not come to him 'till near an hundred Years 
after the Fact is reported to have been done; and 
he is the firſt that has recorded it. And it de- 
tracts very much from the Credit of it, that fo 
memorable, ſo remarkable a Tranſaction as this 
which occaſioned ſuch a particular Synodical De- 
termination, ſhould not be taken Notice of by a- 
ny contemporary Writer ; eſpecially when the 
Writers of Athanafiuss Age were ſo numerous, 
and he made ſo conſiderable a Figure in his Time, 
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ind few if any of them omit to ſpeak of him. 
But Mr. Bingham ſays, It 3s ſome Confirmation, that 
Rufin ſays, be bad it from the Mouth of thoſe who con- 
verſed with Athanaſius. Which I can eaſily be- 
lere, and there is no Body that I know of who 
charges Rufin with forging the Story, but only in 
being too credulous in believing it upon an Hear- 
ay; Whereas a Matter of that Conſequence if it 
nad been true, and the Caſe had been tried and 
ktermined in a Council of the Clergy of Alexan- 
ria, it muſt have been entred into the Records of 
that Church, and if he had fetched his Evidence 
from thence, it had indeed been undeniable. 
But to ſay he had it from thoſe that had converſed 
with Athanaſius gives the Story no Credit, unleſs 
we knew who they were, and whether they were 
ſuch as may be relied upon for their Veracity. 
Rufus is noted for his Credulity, and whether 
tis Credulity was not impoſed upon in this Caſe 


W my very well bear a Queſtion. So that the 


whole Story depends upon the Report of a credu- 
bus Man founded on an Hearſay. This I think 
z enough to make it dubious at leaſt, and not to 
be depended on as certain and authentick. The 
benedictins in their Preface to the Life of St. A- 
lanaſius Efteem this Story to be but a Fable, and 
Ds Pin, another good Judge in theſe Matters, tells 
us, that Story paſſes among learned Men rather 
for a Fable than a Truth; for which he gives 
theſe two Reaſons. 1. He fays,* This Story of 
Children baptized by Atbanaſius, does not at 
all agree with the Diſcipline of che Church of 
Alexandria upon the Subject of Rebaptization, 
* 2nd 'tis a Thing unheard. of that it ſhould be 
* approved, or that any could approve a Bap- 
* tiſm of this Nature, as Alexander of Alexandria 
is ſuppoſed to have done. 2. It does not agree 
with the Age of S. Athane/ius, for Alexander was 

not 
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4% not ordained Biſhop of Alexandria according to 
* the Teſtimony of S. Ferom until the Year 321; 
and S. Athanaſius being ordained Biſhop in 326, 
was not in this Interval, of an Age to play 
«'fach little Pranks. And though it were ſup. 
ic poſed, againſt the Authority of S. Ferom, that 
«© Alexander was ordained in 315, this would not 
© remove the Difficulty ; for it cannot be ſaid 
te that Atbanzſias plaid at this Sport when he was 
© above 10 or 12 Years old, from whence it 
* would follow that he was ordained Biſhop, at 
* the 25th or 27th Year of his Age, which is not 
* very probable.” But it is ſaid that Socrates and 
Sozomen have the ſame Story, and the' Author of 
the Life of 'Arhanaſius in Photius with Fobannes Moſ- 
cbus, and many others. But ſtill all theſe take it 
from Rufinws, fo that cher is yet no other Au- 
thority but his, on which we can depend for 
the Truth of it. Neither does it follow that 
becauſe ſo many tell the Story that therefore they 
believed it, or intended to be anſwerable for the 
Truth of it. Is it not common for Hiſtorians to 
tell us a Story from another Author, and to te- 
late it on his Authority, but leave the Reader to 
yoo ge whether it be to be depended on. Dr. Cave 
imſelf, in his Engliſh Life of S. Athanaſius, tells us 
this very Story: And yet it is evident that he did 
not believe one Word of it. It is eaſy to be diſ- 
cerned by the Manner of an Author's relating à 
Thing, whether he ſpeaks it as what he thinks 
may be depended on as certain. And even Rufi 
himſelf does not relate this Story as indubitable, 
but only as a Report which he had heard. He tells 
you how he came by it, and then you are tojudge 
what Credit is to be given to it. | 
But further, Mr. Bingham is plninly miſtaken, 
in ſaying that Socrates tells the very ſame Story. 
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For Socrates does not tell the ſame Story, but - 
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ly Part of it, and leaves out every Tittle that re- 
lates to the preſent Controverſy. I will therefore 
for the Reader's Satisfaction in this Point, relate 
the Story according to Socrates. * Upon the 
Death of Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria, Atha- 
© naſius was promoted to the Preſidency over that 
* Church. Raffinus relates, that this Perſon, when 
© he was very young, did, together with thoſe 
that were his equals in Age, play at a Kind of 
* Holy Sport: This Play was an Imitation of 
the ſacerdotal Function, and of the Order ob- 
* ſerved by the Clergy. In this Sport therefore 
© Athanaſius was elected Biſhop, and every one 
© of the Reſt of the Children acted either a Pres- 
* byter or a Deacon. This Sport the Children 
% plaid at that Day, whereon was celebrated the 
% Memory of Peter the Martyr and Biſnop. A- 
* lexander Biſhop of Alexandria accidentally paſ- 
* fing by at that Time, ſaw all their Play. And 
* having afcerwards ſent for the Children, he 
© enquired of them what Place had been alloted 
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© to every one of them in the Play, ſuppoſing 
* that from what had been done, ſomething 
«© might be prognoſticated concerning each of 
© them. And he gave Order, that the Children 
ce fhould be educated in the Church, and inſtru- 
« ed in Learning; but moſt eſpecially Arban. 
« fs. Afterwards when he was come to a Ma. 
ce tarity of Age, he ordained him Deacon, and 
© took him along with him to Nice, that he might 
« aſſiſt him in the 'Difputations there, at ſuch 
«© Time as that Synod was convened. Thefe 
© Things Rufina: has related concerning Athang- 
© ſus in his Books, nor is it at all unlikely that 
© hefe Things happened: For many ſuch like 
« Acts are frequently found to have been done.” 
This judicious Hiftorian, as is evident from his 
own Words, took the Story from Ruffnus : But he 
wifely diſtinguiſhed between what was probable 
in the Relation and what was not ſo, and there- 
fore left out that Part of it which related to Atha- 
#aſius's baptizing Catechumens, and Alexander's 
pretended Decree upon it, as a Matter altoge- 
ther unlikely. So that it is a Miſtake to tell the 
World that Socrates has the ſame Story, for as 
the Story is told by him, there is not one Word 
rebating to the Deſign for which the Story is pro- 
diced. And Socrate, by leaving out that Part, 
plainly ſhewed that he knew it to be contrary to 
the general Senſe and Practice of the Church in 
his "Dime, and that he ſhould but expoſe himſelf 
y- kelating it. Tis true Sozomen Who was 
contemporary with Socrates, does tell the whole 
Story as it is in Ruſſinus, but then it is agreed by 
all the Learned, that he was a Man much inferi- 
or to Sberutes in his Judgment, and ſo it is no 
Wonder if he relates the Matter as he found it, 
without diſtinguiſhing between what was credi- 
ble and what was not ſo, as the other had judici- 
oully done. Another 
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Another Argument againſt the Truth of this 
Story is, that none of the ancient Fathers have 
made uſe of it in Defence of the Validity of 
Lay-baptiſm, eſpecially S. Auguſtin who argues 
the Point, and might have been glad if he could 
have. produced ſuch an Authority as this of Alex- 
lexander of Alexandria, and the great Athanaſius. 
As to the great Men ſaid to have defended it as a 
genuine Piece of Hiſtory, except I knew what 
Grounds they had for it, I cannot tell what to 
ſay to them. But if they had no better Argu- 
ments than I have yet ſeen, I believe no Body 
will be convinced by them. N 
Secondly, Suppoſing the Fact to have been 
true, can Alexander's Determination in this Caſe 
be juſtified by any ſubſequent Act of the Church? 
For it is agreed that he had no Precedent for it. 
That 1s, whether the Church in General, or any 
particular Church, or ſo much as one Father of 
any Note or Authority in the Church, has ever 
aſſerted Ludicrous Baptiſm to be valid? I am ſure 
S. Auguſtin, a Father of the greateſt Latitude in 
this Point, who maintains the Validity of Lay- 
baptiſm as ſtrongly as any one, would not deter- 
mine chat ſuch Baptiſm as this which is here ſup- 
poſed to have been allowed by Alexander Biſhop 
of Alexandria was valid and not to be repeated. 
Let us hear his own Words. Therefore now 
« paſſing by the Decrees of the Ancients, I 
Sicut jam præteritis majorum ſtatutis, non dubito eti- 
am illos habere Baptiſmum, qui quamvis fallaciter id "Fc 


piunt, in eccleſiz tamen accipiunt, vel ubi putant eſſe Ec- 
cleſia, ab eis in quorum ſocietate id accipfunt, de quibus 
dictum eſt ex nobis exierunt. Ubi autem neq; ſocietas 
ulla eſt, neq; ille qui ita acciperet ita crederet, ſed totum 
Indicr> & mimict & joculariter ageretur, utrum approban- 
dum eſſet Baptiſmus qui ſic daretur, Divigum judicſum 
per alicujus revelationis Oraculym, concord: gratione, im- 
2 ſupplici devotione gemitibus * efle cen- 
rem. Auguſt, De Baptiſmo contra Donatiſt. lub. Vit. cap. $3, 
m. Auguſt, De Boptiſ " oe « Joube 
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doubt not but even thoſe Perſons have Baptiſm, 
who although they receive it deceitfully, yet 
< they receive it in the Church, or where the 

ce think there is a Church, from thoſe. in whoſe 
« Communion they receive it, of whom it is 
6 ſaid, that they went out from us. But where 
e there is no Communion or Society of ſuch 
c Believers, and he that ſhould ſo receive it be. 
lives as much, but all is there acted ludicrouſ- 
e Iy, mimically and jocularly, we ought with 
.<* unanimous Prayer, and with the moſt earneſt 
Groans, in an humble Devotion to beg a Di. 
vine Determination by ſome ſpecial Revelati. 
on, whether a Baptiſm ſo given ought to be 
approved. So that we ſee S. Auguſtin him: 
ſelf, though he was ready to allow of any other 
Baptiſm by whomſoever adminiſtred ſeriouſly, 
and in what was ſuppoſed to be a Chriſtian Soci- 
ety, yet did not pretend to determine that Ludi- 
:crous Baptiſm was valid, unleſs he could have Di- 
vine Revelation to warrant it. Can we think he 
would not in this Place have taken Notice of 
Alexanders Determination in the Caſe of Atbana- 
fius, if he had heard of any ſuch Thing? Would 
he have wanted a Divine Revelation for determin- 
ing this Point, if he had known that it was al- 
ready an adjudged Caſe, and allowed by the 
Church? Nay, he tells us in this very Place, that 
'T * neither this, nor any of the Caſes mentio- 
ned by him here, had yet been determined by 
the Church. From vrhence it is apparent 
that he had heard nothing of HAtbanaſiut's Cafe 
here inſiſted on; yet if there had heen any ſuch 
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have heard it, for it is not ſuppoſed to have been 
done in a Corner. | 

But however this Matter might ſtand in S. *—9 
afin Time, yet it ſeems the Fact was imitated: 
erwards, for Nicephorus Calliſtus, who al ſo re- 
ates this Story, gives 4 e Inſtance of and ber 
fact much like this, which happened in bis own Time 
at Conitantinople: - Which 7 by it was not altogtther 
ſo ſmgular and incredible a Caſe, as ſome are apt to 1. 
magine. But * Mr. I barton informs us, that N- 
ephorus is an Author that lived in the fourteenth 
auf: and wrote an Hiſtory filled with Fa- 
bles and Trifles; And therefore I conceive, is not 
of Authority ſufficient that we ſhould believe up- 
on his Credit, that ever Ludierous ee was au- 
thorized by the Church. Uns t 

But it ſeems Matthew Blaſtar, a modern Greek 
canoniſt, has Nothing to object againſt this Fact; 
but that it was. only @ ſingle Example, and dont 4. 
gainſt Canon. To this Mr. Bingham anſwers; that 
a to the Fact of Athanaſius, any one will readily own, 
that there as neither Canon nor Precedent, perhaps, 10 
warrant the doing of it. But for the Determination 
F Alexander, I believe it will not be ſo eaſie a Mats 
ter as Blaſtares imagined, to produce an ancient Ca- 
nn directiy to confront it. Now let Mr. Bingham 
produce an ancient Canon ditectly to confront 
this Act of Athanaſius, and I will then undertake 
to ſhew him one that as directly confronts the 
Determination of Alexander. Athanaſius, he grants, 
had no Precedent or Canon to juſtifie his Acti- 
on, but I believe he can find none directly to 
confront it, in that Manner he would have us 
produce one to confront Alexander s Decree. That 
which made what Atbanaſius is ſuppoſed to have 
done unwarrantable, and not to be drawn into 
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Example according to Blaſtar, was that by out = - 
Saviour's Inſtitution, and by the Canons of the 4% zn 
Church, only Biſhops, Priefts and Deacons were uy bee 
allowed to adminiſter Baptiſm. And thoſe Ca- , 
nons he alſo conceived did equally affect the Be. 5 
eree of Alexander, ſince he had no Precedent or © 
Canon to warrant his Determination. But why ſuch Ca 
maſt he be cailed upon to produce a Canon that 

directly declares Lay- baptiſm invalid? May not he 
er we for him, demand a Canon that declares hey a 
Lu baptiſm to be valid? And if no ſuch direct I Chr; 
| Canon can be produced of either Side, then the 


Matter muſt be judged by Conſequences drawn Wl « 
from the Canons that are: And Afar Whi 


= | judged, « pells 
that Alexander's Decree was Contrary to the natu- WW « For 
ral and neceſſary Conſequences of thoſe Canons Iſl it. * 
that allowed none to baptize but Clergy-men: compa 


And therefore that Decree was not a lawful Pre. ¶ com 
cedent, becauſe it was made contrary to the re- (5666 
ceived Canons of the Church. of his 
I have been very particular, and I fear I hr his 
tedious in my Examination of this Story, which I gb 
F believe the Reader will think did not deſerve n 
to have ſo much Ink and Paper ſpent about it. lays, 
But Mr. Bingham ſeems to lay ſo much Weight Nin 
npon it, as if this Story alone was ſufficient to magin 
decide the whole Controverſie, that I thought it may g 
neceſſary to be very particular in the Refutation N he ha 
of it. And I believe every one who conſiders 


that if this Story be allowed to be true, and 4. * 
levander s Determination to be juſt, then not on- lain, 
iy Lay- baptiſin, but Ludicrom, Mimical Baptiſm given ue 7 
in Sport and Play, muft be valid alſo, will think I Reeve 


that what is here ſaid to have been done, could I « Th 


never be allowed in the general Practice of che IU « on 
Church. „ * to] 
911. In the latter End of the fourth Century, fays * tru 


Mr. Bingham, lived S. Jerom and S. Juſtin, wh 
N. Oe | 2 
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heve both ſpoken very plainly of the Practice of the 
Church, as to what concerns the Allowance bap- 
in in ſome certain Caſes. S. Ferom, — as 
bas been obſerved before, derives the Power of Preſ= 
hters and Deacons to baptize, from the Original Pow- 


or of the Biſhop : Yet in Caſes of Neceſſity, he ſay 
it was alſo frequently allowed to Lay-men : For in 


ſuch Caſes be that had received 9 mipht give 
it ta others. But let us conſider S. Ferom's Words, 
not in the Senſe may be put upon them, but as 
they are to be literally tranſlated. Without the 
© Chriſm and Command of the Biſhop, neither 
* Prieft nor Deacon have a Right to baptize. 
„Which we know (yet only if Neceflity com- 
4 pells) is frequently lawfal for Lay-men to do. 
For as a Man has received it, ſo he may give 
c it.” Now taking this Paſſage altogether, and 
comparing it with what has been before cited 
from Tertullian, we ſhall find he has only tran- 
ſcribed Tertullian's Senſe with a little Alteration 
of his Words; and gives Tertullian's Reaſon alſo 
for his Aﬀertion. For Tertullian ſays, as Mr. 
Bingbam has tranſlated him, that what is received 
in'Common, may be given in Common. So S. Ferom 
lays, as a Man has received, ſo he may give. Which 
; in Truth the moſt unconcluſive Argument i- 
maginable: For who can believe that every Man 
may give or confer all the Privileges and Favours 
he has received ? 

But ſays this very worthy and learned Gen- 
tleman, This Teftimony of S. Jerome i, ſo full and 
plain, that I have often wondred how ſo learned and 
dente a Man, 'as Dr. Forbes, and the ingenious Mr. 
Reeves, could rum into ſuch a Miſtake as to ſay, 
© That after the Council of Nice, this Propoſiti- 
e on, that thoſe whom a Laick baptizeth, are 


to be rebaptized, was looked upon to be ſo 


true, that it was the undoubted Principle, 
| | = wher 8 
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hereby the Orthodox confuted the Luciſeri. 
* as. * But if Mr. Bingham had thought conye. 
nient to read over the whole Dialogue of S. J.. 
rome againſt the Luciferians, (the only Book, as [ 
take it, now extant on that Subject) he would 
there bave found, that theſe Learned Men were 
not miſtaken in this Point, but had very good 
Ground for what they ſaid. He would have found 
it to have been the main Argument which 
S. Ferom himſelf inſiſted upon in his Controver. 
fie with the Luciferian. The Luciferians had made 
a Schiſm from the Church, becauſe the Ortho- 
dox thought it convenient to deal with the Ari 
an, as the Council of * Nice had ordered the Ny 
watians to be dealt with. That 1s, that upon 
their Return to the Catholick Church, their Lay- 
men ſhould be received as Lay- men, and their 
Clergy-men according to the Orders they had 
received. Whereas the Lucif:rians would receive 
even Arian Biſhops, but as meer Lay-men. This 
appears plainly from S. Ferom's Dialogue with 
the Luciferian. Therefore that Father argues with 
his Adverſary in this manner. You allow the 4- 
« 7rians to have received Baptiſm, therefore you 
c“ muſt allow their Biſhops to be true Biſhops, 
« for a Lay-man cannot adminifter Baptiſm; 
ce For if they have no Biſhops, they have no 
% Baptiſm. Conſequently when any of their 
& Laity come over to you, they ought to be 
tec baptized, becauſe if they have no Prieſts, they 
« have received no Baptiſm, Upon which Ac- 
* count you muſt receive their Biſhops as Bi- 
© ſhops, or you cannot receive their Lay-men as 
cc baptized Chriſtians, For without. a Prieſt- 
& hood, there can be no Church,” The Lucife- 
rian in this Dialogue, has no Anſwer to make 
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to this, but is convinced by it, as by an Argu- 
ment to which no Anſwer could be returned. 
Whereas had it been the Practice or Opinion of 
the Church, that Lay-baptiſm was valid, and 
ought not to be repeated; He could not have 
deen filenced with ſuch an Argument. He 
would have ſaid, © You your ſelves allow the 
“ Validity of Lay-baptiſm, at leaſt ſo far, as not 
© to repeat it: Therefore why ſhould that be a 
Fault in us, which is none in you? Or what 
* Neceflity is there, according to your own 
* Principles, that we ſhould allow the Arian Or- 
4 dinations to be valid, becauſe we allow their 
« Baptiftiis to be ſo? We ſay the Arian Biſho 
©are no Biſhops, their Prieſts are no Prieſts, 
* but it does not therefore follow, that their 
* Baptiſms are no Baptiſms, becauſe the Church 
allows that Lay-ttieh may baptize, or at leaſt if 
* they do baptize the Baptiſm they adminiſter 
* remains firm, and they heed no other Baptiſm 
from a Biſhop, or ong ordained by him. The 
Luciferian could not have failed to have made 
ſuch an Anſwer as this, if the Church had in a- 
ly Caſe allowed a Layman to baptize, or allow- 
ed, that if a Lay-man did pretend to baptize 
bis Baptiſm was to be confirmed and authorized 
x only irregular, and not wholly null and void: 
But by the Luciferian's admitting the Argument, 
and being ſilenced by it ſo far, as to make no 
Manner of Reply to it, tis evident beyond all 
Diſpute, that the Catholick Church at that Time, 
nor any Time before, had allowed Lay-baptiſm 
o be valid; but that it was the general Senſe of 
the Church, that ſuch pretended Baptiſm was 
wholly null and void. And S. Ferom, by urging 
this one Argument ovet and over, and | 


inſiſting 
won it ſo very much, plainly gives his Teſti- 
mony to the Senſe of 4 Church in this — 4 
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cular, and ſhews it to have been an undoubted 
Maxim, that, Lay-baptiſm is wholly null and void; 
and that 4 Perſon who has been ſo pretendedly bapti- 
zed, ought to be received into the Church by true Bap. 
riſm adminiftrtd by a Perſon in Holy Orders, and that 
be cannot be received by Impoſition 4 Hands, or Confir- 
mation only. But S. Ferom in this very Dialogue 
owns, that Lay- men may baptixe in Caſe of Neceſſity, 
It is yery true, there is ſuch a Sentence, but it 
is ſo contrary, I may 'fay, contradictory to all 
the Reſt of His Dialogue, that I know not what 
to impute it to, but a Slip of his Tongue or Pen 
in the Heat of Diſputation. He had a Mind to 
ſet forth the Dignity and Authority of the Epiſco- 
pate, according as Tertullian had ſpoken of it, and 
before he was aware tranſcribed more than was 
for his Purpoſe, nay, what was directly againſt 
all that he had faid before; and what follows af. 
ter. But are we to take a Man's Judgment or 
Teſtimony, from a Word of Sentence that plain- 
ly dropt from him heedleſſy or unawares, when 
he recites from anothenfluthor, and unhappil 

produces ſomething againſt his preſent Purpoſe 
or Defign? Are we not rather to take his Opi- 
nion from what he inſiſts on, and argyes from, 
and lays down as clear and indiſputable? Now 
S. Ferom inſiſts upon the Invalidity and Nullity of 
Lay- baptiſm, he argues from it as a Matter clear 
and unconteſted; 0 that according to him this 
was plainly the Senſe of the Church, and allow- 
ed by his Adverfary to be ſo. But he nnwarily 


drops a ſingle Sentence out of Tertullian, whilit. 


he is citing a Paſſage from' him, contrary to all 
he ſays before and after. Yet admitting S. Je- 
rom did think, and the Church with him, that a 
Lay-man might baptize in Caſe of Neceſſity, no 
Body that reads the Dialogue but muſt conclude, 
that he judged Lay-baptiſm to be not only ag 

i * e, 


reci pie 
niente 
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lar, but wholly null and void in all other Ca- 

i and pany reſtifies chis to be the Senſe of 
0 


the Church. that admitting all that can poſ- 
fibly be concluded from this Sentence (which I 
think plainly dropt from S. Ferom unawares) it can 
never authorize the Baptiſms pretended to be mi- 
niſtred by our Diſſenters. His Dialogue againſt 
the Luciferians Jr proves, that according to 
the Opinion of the Church, in his Time, and 
all Times before, Lay-baptiſm, except in Caſes 
of Neceſſity, was eſteemed wholly null and void, 
and all Perſons ſo pretendedly baptized, were 
again admitted into the Church by crue Bapriſm. 
And there is Nothing but this one Sentence which 
ſo much as intimates, that it was allowed in 
thoſe Caſes. So that I cannot think Dr. Forbes 
and Me. Reeves in any Miſtake as to what they 
have aſſerted on this Occaſion. And if Mr. Bing- 
bam had not proceeded a little too haſtily in de- 
termining againſt the Aſſertions of theſe two 
rery learned Gentlemen, but would have taken 
Time to have read over all that Dr. Forbes has 
written on this Subject, in that very Book from 
whence he takes the Paſſage which he has been 
pleaſed to charge as a Miſtake, he would have 
found, that very learned Doctor had aſſerted no 
more in that Place, than what he had provedin 
another foregoing Chapter. In Vindication there- 
fore of that reverend Perſon now in Heaven, I will 
here produce his own Words, that the Reader may 
be convinced he had Authority even from S. Ferom 


himſelf for what he aſſerted. * © Neither, ſays 
| F 2 © he, 


* [4 AY _— 
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Nec abſimilis illa Hieronymi Argumentatio in Dialogo 
adverſus Luciferianos, qui ab Epiſcopis Arianis baptizatos 
recipiebant, at ipſos Epiſcopos ad eccleſiam Catholicam ve 
nientes non recipiebant in fuo gradu ut Epiſcopos, Cur, in- 
— non recipiat clericos qui recipit laicosꝰ pœnitentes? 

z 


quamobrem oro te, ut aut Sacrificandi ei licentiam 
| tribuas 
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© he, is the Argumentation uſed by S. Jerom in 


de his Dialogue againſt the Luciferians, who re. 
* ceived thoſe who had been baptized by Ariz 
* Biſhops, but would not receive the Biſhops 
* themſelves as Biſhops, upon their Return to the 
«© Communion of the Church, at all unlike 
* what we have here maintained. 7by, ſays he, 
© cannot he receive the Clergy, who receives the peni- 
© rent Laity? Again, Wherefore, I beſeech you, that 
e you either allow him to offer Sacrifice [ that is to ad- 
« miniſter the Holy Communion ] whoſe Roptim 
jau approve : Or rejet# bis Baptiſm whom you do mt 
© efteem to be a Prieſt, Again, An Arian baptiz- 
eth, therefore be is a Biſhop : He does not baptixe; 
1 do you refuſe the La- man, and I do not receive the 
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tribuas cujus baptiſma probas: aut reprobes ejus baptiſma, 
quem non exiſtimas Sacerdotem. Item, Arianus baptizat, 
ergo Epiſcopus eſt: Non baptizat ; tu refuta Laicum & 
ego non recipio Sacerdotem. Item, Novam rem aſſeris, ut 
Chriſtianus quiſquam factus fir ab eo qui non fuit Chriſtiz- 
nus. Item, Proba mihi ab Arianis venientem laicum ha» 
bere baptiſmum & tunc ei pœnitentiam non negabo. Si 
vero Chriſtianus non eſt, ſi non habuerit Sacerdotem qui 
eum faceret Chriſtianum ; quomodo agit pznitentiam qui 
necdum credit? Subdit Luciferianus, æquumne tibi vide» 
tur ut Arianus Epi ſcopus ſit? Reſpondet Hieronymus, tu 
eum epiſcopum probas, quia ab eo recipis baptizatum. Et 
poſtea de ipſo Lucifero ; Unum eſt quod etiam in preſent: 
conſtanter loquar, verbis eum à nobis diſſentire non rebus, 
fi quidem recipiat qui ab Arianis baptiſma conſequuti ſunt. 
Hzc ibi Hieronymus. Quibus ſtantibus corruat illud ne- 
ceſſe eſt, quog in eodem Dialogo ex Tertulliano ſumtum 
legimus, baptizare fi neceſſitas cogit licere etiam Jaicis. 
Certè parùm attentus ad 22 diſputationis molem & 
controverſiæ cardinem fuit Beatus Hieronymus quando 
iſtud de baptiſmo laicali interjicit vel potius excidere ſibi 
paſſus eſt ; quod fi arripuerit adverſarius, hoc uno ariete 
reliquam omnem illius dialogi Structuram facile proſterne- 
tet. Quam enim in promptu, ſi baptizare lick etiam laicis, 
ratumq; eſt quod a laico miniſtratur baptiſma, non eo E- 
Piſcopum probo, qui ab eo recipio baptizatum. Forbes. Ins 
fruct. Hiftorico. Theolag. lib. 1c. cap. 32. n. 5. 4 e 


i 
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| © prieſt. Again, You advance a new Doctrine, that 
© any one ſhould be made a Chriſtian by him that was 
t yo Chriſtian. Again, Prove to me that a 
coming over from the Arians bas Baptiſm, and 
e then I will not refuſe to receive him as a Penitent. 
* But if be # not a Chriſtian ; if he had not a Prieſt 
o could make him a Chriſtian : How can he be 4 
it Penitent who 4 not a Believer ? The Luciferian 
& Anſwers. Does it ſeem juſt to you that an Arian 
ſhould be a Biſhop? S. Jerome replies, Tow prove 
4 him to be 4 Biſhop becauſe jou receive one baptized 
« by him. And afterwards {peaking of Lucifer 
* himſelf ; There s one Thing, ſays he, which 1 
4 ſhall conſtantly affirm, He diſſents from us in Words, 
but agrees in the Thing ; for as much as he receives 
© thoſe wbo have been baptized by the Arians. Theſe 
© Points S. Ferom maintains in this Dialogue. 
« And if theſe are to be admitted as good Argu- 
©* ments, that muſt fall of Courſe which we read 
jn the ſame Dialogue, and is taken from Ter- 
be tullian, viz. If Neceſſity compels, even Lay-men may 
. baptize. S. Ferom did not Conſider the Point on 
which the whole Controverſy turned, when 
© he interpoſed or rather ſuffered that Paſſage 
concerning Lay-baptiſm to ſlip from him. And 
* if his Adverſary had taken him up upon it, he 
e might with this one Engine have eaſily beaten 
* down all that had been ſaid in that Dialogue. 
* How eaſy would it have been for him to have 
4“ replyed, If Lay-men may baptixe, and the Baptiſm 
e miniſtred by a Lay-man is valid, I do not therefore 
© prove him to be a Biſhop, from whom I receive 4 
a Boks as baptized. 

If Mr. Bingham would have given himſelf the 
Trouble to have read oyer the whole Dialogue of 
$, ure againſt the Luciferians, or thoſe three 
or four Chapters which Dr. Forbes has written on 
the Subject of Lay-baptiſw, he would have 1 
i - gs "EE , * — 3 1 t t 
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that that learned and. acute Man, as well as the 
reverend and ingenious Mr. Reeves were not in 
a. Miſtake, when they ſaid, That after the 
* Council of Nice this Propoſition, That thoſe 
« whom a Laick baptizeth, are to be rebaptized, 
c was looked upon to be ſo true, that it was the 
% undoubted Principle, whereby the Orthodox 
te confuted the py oe ”” Becauſe it fo plain- 
ly appears from S. Ferom that it was the main, if 
not the only Argument which they urged againſt 
them. But, 117 Mr. Bingham on this Occaſion, 
Who that reads theſe Words in theſe learned Writers, and 
looks no further, would not at firſt Sight be tempted ty 
think, that the Council of Nice bad ſomewbere made 
an Order, that Perſons baptized by Lay-men - ſhould by 
&-3 rang and that the Catholicks generally made uſt 
of tbi as an undoubted Principle againſt the Luciferi- 
ans? How far others might be tempted to think 
from theſe Words, that the Council of Nice had 
determined that thoſe whom a Laick baptized are i 
be rebaptized, I know nor. All that I conceived 
Dr. Forbes and Mr. Reeves meant by it was. to 
ſhew, that the Council of Nice had not determin- 
ed Lay-baptiſm, though adminiſtred in the Name 
of the Trinity to be valid: Which they had Rea- 
ſon to do, becauſe, if I am not miſtaken, it has 
been inferred, that becauſe the Council of Nice 
ordered the Nowvatians and ſuch as had been bap- 
tized in the Name of the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, ſhould be received by Impoſition of Hands 
only, that therefore that Council intended who- 
ſoever was baptized, even by a Lay-man, ſo it 
was in the Name of the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt ſhould not be rebaptized, for this Reaſon 
theſe learned Gentlemen thought proper to obvi- 
ate that Obje&ion, by ſhewing that even after 
the Council of Nice, it was a received Doctrine 
and Principle of the Catholick Church, chat 250, 


whom 


oned 


R 


vbom a, Laick baptizeth are to be re baptig ed: Conſe- 
quently, that although that Council did decree 
chat heretical and ſchiſmatical Baptiſms, if admi- 
niſtred in the Name of the Trinity wete valid 
yet there was Nothing done by that Council 
which tended to authorize r But 
Mr. Bingham lays, The Council of Nice never made 
n Decree about the Rehaptiz.ation of Perſons baptized 
by Lay-men,, but only by Heretical Prieſts. Might not 
Man conjecture from hence, that the Council 
inſt N of Nice had determined in general Terms, that 
ion, W Baptiſm adminiſtred by Heretical Prieſts was to 
and be repeated: For Mr. Bingham has here put the 
d Words Heretical Prieſts indefinitely without any 
nad: Diſtinction. Whereas that Council ay Nothing 
4%, bout Baptiſms adminiſtred by Heretica! Prieſts, but 
e uſe WF only Orders that the Pauljaniſts, that is, an Here- 
eri- ¶ ical Set who were not baptized in the Name of 
ink W the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
had Wl Ghoſt ſhould be rebaptized, and their Biſhops, 
% Wand Priefts, and Deacons re- ordained. But it 
ved Wl makes no ſuch Decree for Hereticks in gene- 
to WF ral, as one might infer from the general Words 
un- uſed by Mr. Bingham in this Place, who uſed to 
me FF expreſs himſelf more accurately. PE 4 
ea. But then for Mr. Bingham to ſay ſo poſitively, 
has that the Catholicks did not uſe that Propoſition menti- 
Ver oned by Dr. Forbes and Mr. Reeves above cited, 
ap-: iN « an undoubted Principle againſt the Luciferians, 1s 
oly ſomewhat ſtrange, and a certain Token that he 
nds © wrote this before he had well read over either 
ho- S. Jeroms Dialogue againſt the Luciferians , 
it Nor Dr. Forbes's Diſcourſe on this Subject. But 
oly El having found that ſingle Paſſage in S. Term 
lon which he ſo much inſiſts upon, Thar if Neceſſity 
Wt Bl required, Lay-men had Libert granted them to baptize, 
cer N he depended upon that Paſſage as a Teſtimony 


ine ¶ bo inion of S. and of the 
th of the Opinion of S. Ferom Church 
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Church, without examining what went before, 
and followed after : Which if he had done, 
he muſt have ſeen that the Paſſage he builds up. 
on muſt have proceeded from a Slip of S. Ferom's 
Pen whilf he tranſcribed Tertullian, and is irectly 
contrary to every other Part of tlie Dialogue. 

I ſhall therefore beg Leave to ſay the ſame to 
Mr. Bingham, which he in this Place ſays to Mr, 
Reeves, Mr. Bingham has in this Book done me 
the Honour to ſpeak of me as his Friend (though 
without mentioning my Name) and I ſhall al. 
ways endeavour to be ſo; I therefore believe 
when he conſiders this Matter again, and has 
carefully. examined S. Ferom's whole Dialogue, 
and Dr. Forbes's Diſcourſe on this Subject, he 
will fee Reaſon to alter his Opinion in this Par- 
ticular, being as ingenuous, as he is learned ; 
And the rather, becauſe the World is apt to be 
led into Error by Perſons of Note and Authori- 
ty, and to take Things upon Truſt, when deli- 
vered to them by Men of a ſuperior Character, 
If there had not been this Fear, I could not have 
prevailed with my ſelf to have noted the Miſ- 
takes of a Perſon, for whoſe uſeful Labours I 
have ſo great a Veneration, 

§ x2. The next Teſtimony produced on this 
Occaſion, is taken from S. Auſtin : Mr. Bingham 
ſays, He was S. Jerom's Contemporary, and of the 
ſame Opinion with bim in this Matter. In his Epi- 
Ale to Fortunatus, which x preſerved by Gratian, 
he fays, © In Time of Neceflicy, when a Bi- 

« ſhop or Presbyter, or other Miniſter could not 
©& be found, and a Man deſired Baptiſm who was 
© in danger of Death, in that cafe Lay-men 
« were uſed to give him that Sacrament which 
© they had received, rather than he ſhould end 
his Life without it. And his Cuſtom be founds 
upon Authority, deſcended by Biſhops fie n the 4 04 

'T 
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es : For in the ſame Epiſtle be ſays, © B tiſm is 
3 in it ſelf, if i be 12 in the Name of 
* the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
% Ghoſt: And there is in this Sacrament: the 
© Authority of the Commiſſion which our Savi- 
e our gave to the Apoſtles, and by them to Bi- 
© ſhops and other Prieſts, and even to Lay- men 
deſcended from the ſame Stock and Origi- 
e nal. He there alſo relates a Story of a certain Ca- 
techumen, who being at Sea, and in Danger of bting 
uſt away in a Storm, Was baptized by a Penitint, 
becauſe there was no other Chriſtian in the Ship 
with them. And be concludes upon it, that hog 


ſuch @ Fatt had not yet happened, yet it was a Caſe 


that _ one muſt own might happen; and then no 
me could ſay, that in ſuch a Caſe a Man who deſired 
Baptiſm, and was in iniminent Danger of Death, was 
ih be deſerted, and left unbaptixed. But it is plain 
from S. Awſtin's own Words, as they are cited by 
Mr: Bingham in the Margin of his Book, that 
this Father did not ſpeak of his own Knowledge, 
or of any ſettled - eſtabliſhed Practice of the 
Church, when he ſays, Lay-men were uſed to give 
the Sacrament they bad received in Caſes of Neceſſi- 
ty, but only that be had heard ſo. Which makes 
a great Difference in the Caſe, and is no more 
than a Teftimony of his Opinion, and not of 
the Senſe or Practice of the Church in General. 
For if it had, he might and would have ſpoken 
of it as a Thing commonly known for a general 
and allowed Practice, but he only mentions it 
as what he had beard to have been done.  Af- 
ter which he tells us the Story he had heard, the 
Truth of which he cannot warrant, only ſays, 
it is a Caſe may poflibly happen, and he thinks 
that in ſuch a Caſe, No one can ſay, a Man who 
deſired Baptiſm, and was in imminent Danger of Death, 
was ro be deſerted and left 989 Very hes 


12 


Mr. Bix HAM s Scholaſtical 


in Caſe there had been any one in the Ship qua: 
lifted to baptize him; but where none was ca- 

ble to help him, none could be ſaid to deſert 
Suppoſe there had been not ſo much as 
this Penitent in the Ship, but only Jews or Hea- 
them, one Caſe may as eaſily be ſuppoſed as the 
other, and one of them had baptized him, St. 


cy 


has declared it his Opinion, that ſuch Bap- 
is to be eſteemed valid. But } Mr. Bjng- 


bam plainly determines the Senfe of the ancient 
Church to be contrary to this Opinion. And if 
he will not allow S. Auſtin's private Opinion to 


| - be of Authority in that Caſe, 
general Senſe of the ancient 


cauſe againſt the 


hurch before his 


Time, I do not ſee why it ought to be allowed 


in the other, unleſs S. 4 


uſtin had thewed it to be 


the Senſe of the Church: Which he does not. 
But after all it may be queſtioned, whether 2 
Word of what has been cited, was ever to be 
found in any of S. Auſtins genuine Writings ; It 
is not to be found amongſt his Works now ex- 
tant, but is only cited as his by Gratian, a Monk 
who frequently quotes ſpurious Books as the ge- 
nuine Writings of the Fathers. And Mr. Bing- 
ham very ingenuouſly intimates it to be fo. And 
therefore ſays, But if any one thinks theſe Paſſages 


doubtful, becauſe they are only related 


Gratian, be 


may read the ſame in S. Auſtin's wndoubred Works. 

hat is not the ſame Paſſage, but another Paſ- 
age to the fame Purpoſe, In hs Rook againſt 
Parmenian the Donatiſt be uſes tha Argument, 10 
prove that the Baptiſm of Hereticks ought not to be 
repeated. Becauſe though it be but a Lay-man 
“that gives Baptiſm to a Man in extream Ne- 


ce ceſſity, when he is ready to periſh, he cannot 


— 


Auguſt. de baptiſm. contra Donatiſt. lib, vii. cap. 53. ö 
+ Scholaſt. Hiſtory of Lay-bap. p. 98. 
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think any one can piouſly ſay, that it oughe 
e to be repeated. If it be done without NeceC- 
6 ſry, it is indeed an Uſurpation of another 
4 Man's Office: But if he be compelled by Ne- 
«© ceflity, it is either no Fault at all, or but a 
© yery light one. But S. Auſtin if we read his 
own Words in his own Language, as Mr. Bing- 
bam has fairly cited them in the Margin, does 
not fay be can't think, but he ſays I dont know. 
He confefles his own Ignorance in this Point, 
at leaſt as to the Senſe of the Church. It was 
his ptivate Opinion in the Caſe, but he did not 
know bart that a Man might piouſly determine, 
that fuch Baptiſm as was miniſtred by a Lay- man 
even in Caſe of Neceſſity, ought to be repeated. 
He talks at another Rate, and does not deliver 
his Opinion fo doubtfully, where he can appeal 
to the Authority of the Church, as is evident 
from the very next Paragraph to'that which Mr. 
Bingham has here cited from the Epiſtle to Parme- 
nan, where ſpeaking of the Validity of Here- 
tical Baptiſm, he does not ſpeak with chat Caution 
and ſeeming Diſtruſt, as he juſt before had done 
in the Caſe of Lay-baptiſm, but plainly tells his Ad- 
verſary, That this Point, [that is the Validity 
© of Heretical or Schiſmatical Baptiſm} has been 
* already diſcuſſed, conſidered, perſected and e- 
* ſtabliſhed in the Unity of the whole World. 
That is, by the general Conſent and Practice of 
the Catholick Church throughout the World. If 
he, or any Father of his Antiquity, or any Thing 
near his Age, have aſſerted any ſuch Thing of 
the Validity of Lay-baptiſm, I readily ſubmit. 
But I am as confident, as I can be of a Nega- 


” „ 
— 
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HFHoc enim jam in ipſa totius Orbis unitate diſeuſſum, 
tonſideratum, per fectum atque firmatum eſt. Auguſt. con · 
ta Parmenian. Lib. 2. cap. 13. 5 30. : 

G 2 tive, 
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tive, that none has. I acknowledge that S. 40. 
tin himſelf” does maintain Lay-baptiſm to be 
valid, but then he plainly maintains it as his 
own private Opinion (which I think is ſuffici- 
ently evident from his own Words, as I have al- 
ready proved) but he never vouches the Autho- 
rity or Prad ice of the Church for it, and ſpeaks 
doubtfully in the Caſe, without giving a poſitive 
Determination. 7 know net, ſays he, ſpeaking of 
Lay. baptiſm, whether a Man can piouſly ſay it ought 
to be repeated. Is this to be called a Teſtimony 
of the Senſe of the Church, wherea Man ſpeaks 
in ſuch a doubtful Manner ? Indeed he plainly 
enough gives his own Opinion in the Caſe, but 
then it is as plainly given, as his own private O- 
. Pinion. But we are enquiring into the general 

Senſe and Practice of the Church, and not into the pri- 
vate Opinion of a particular Father, or a particular 
Church, as Mr. Bingham himſelf has obſerved, 
And as tothe Reaſons which S. Auſtin gives for his 
Opinion, they are all weak and unſound, being 
built upon a wrong Foundation. For he argues 
from the abſolute Neceſſity of Baptiſm to Salvati- N ei 
on; whereas our Church, agreeable to the anci- IN the f 
ent Doctrine of the Catholick Church, holds I © pr 
both the Sacraments to be but 'generally neceſſary, “ tiz 
that is neceſſary where they may be had duly and M W 
regularly, but not otherwife, And here I cannot “ C 
forbear to give an Obſervation made by * Biſhop I « ſus 
Hall in his Epiſtles, where ſpeaking of the 4. WW © 4. 
ſolute Neceſſity of Baptiſm to Salvation, he ſays, 1“ . 
I am only ſorry, ſo harſh an Opinion ſhould “ x, 
ebe graced with the Name of a Father, ſo Re- „ „ 
** verend, ſo Divine; whoſe Sentence let no I © ,, 
„Man plead by Halves. He who held it un-“ G. 
* poſſible for a Child to be ſaved, unleſs the Il © +4 
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& baptiſmal Water was poured on his Face, held 
© jt alſo as. unpoſſible, unleſs the ſacramental 
te Bread was received into his Mouth. 8. 4 
Ff fin averrs this latter Opinion concerning the 
te Neceſſity of communicating Children to have 
© been the common Judgment of the Church of 
© Rome. * Which I believe is more than he will 


be found to have aſſerted concerning the Validity 


of Lay-baptiſm. | . 

§ 13. The next Writer after S. Auſtin, who has 
ſaid any Thing of this Matter, as Mr. Bingham' tells 
us,  Gelaſius Biſhop of Rome, who in bis Epiſtle to 
the Biſhops of Lucania, Brutia and Sicily, reſtrains 
the Office of Baptixing in ordinary Caſes, 10 Biſhops and 


Precbyters only, excluding Deacons from it, except in 


Caſes of extream Neceſſity, when the ſuperior Miniſters 


'were abſent : In which Caſes it was often allowed to 


Lay-Chriſtians to perform it. So that Lay-men bad as 
much Authority to perform it in the Abſence of Dea- 
ns, as Deacons bad to do it in the Abſence of the 
Presbyters and Biſhop. 

§ 14. Iſidore Biſhop of Sevil lived about an hun- 
dred Years after Gelaſius, and be delivers himſelf to 
the ſame Effect. That it is unlawful either for 
* private Men or the inferiour Clergy to bap- 
© tize; for the Office belongs only co Prieſts. 
© We read in the Goſpel, that it was given by 
* Commiſſion to no other but the Apoſtles, Fe- 
© ſus after his Reſurrection, ſaying unto them, 
* As my Father hath ſent me, ſo ſend I you. And 
* when he had ſaid this be breathed on them, ſaying, 
© Receive ye the Holy Ghoſt. Whoſeſoever Sins ye re- 
4 mit,they are remitted unto them; and whoſeſcever Sins 
©* ye retain, they are retained. And in another Place, 


Go teach all Nations, baptizing them in the Name of 


* the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt. 
* Whence it is manifeſt, that the Miniſtry of 


* Baptiſm was committed only to Prieſts ; nor is 


«it 
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cc it lawful for: Deacons themſelves to perform 
e the Myſtery without a Biſhop or Presbyter: 
e Except in their Abſence extreme Neceſſity of 
cc Sickneſs compel them to do it: In which Caſe 
cc alfo, Lay-Chriſtians are often permitted to do 
ec je ; teaft any one ſhould be called out of the 


cc World without the Remedy or Means of Salva- 


ce tion.“ I have put theſe two Sections together 
becauſe they may both receive the ſame An- 
fwer: Which is, that after the Days of S. Au. 
ftin, whoſe Name and Authority was very great 
in the Weſterns Church, his Opinion that Lay-mey 
might haptixe in Caſes: of extreme Neceſſity, did by 
Degrees prevail in that Part of the Church, and 
the Practice became frequent and was allowed in 
the Church of Nome, and thoſe other Churches 
which the Pope ſoon after S. Auftin's Days had 


begun to bring under his Subjection, the fame 


Father's Opinion of the abſolute Neceſſiry of Bap- 
tiſm to Salvation, prevailing, alſo at the ſame 
Time. And it is manifeſt from the very Words 
of Jidore, that this Opinion was the only Rea- 


ſon why Lay-Baptiſm was permitted in Caſes of 


great Neceflity. This Permiſſion therefore be- 
ing founded on a Doctrine contrary to the de- 
clared Senſe of our Church, and of the Primi- 
tive Catholick Church, which holds Baptiſm as 
well as the Lord's Supper to be but generally neceſ- 
ſary, cannot be of Authority ſufficient to autho- 
rize Lay- baptiſm, unleſs it could be ſhewed that 
it is ſupported by ſome more ancient catholick 
Tradition or Practice. | | | 
Here Mr. Bingham concludes his Teſtimonies, 
and ſumms up his Evidence in this Manner. 
Thus we have ſeen for fix hundred Years together, the 
general Senſe and Practice of the ancient Church, 


grounded as they ſuppoſe, upon the Commiſſion given to 
the Apoſtles, whereby Biſbops,. as the: Apoſtles Succeſ- 


ſors, 
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ſors, are qualified firſt to give Baptiſm tbemſelvet, and 
they to grant @ Commiſſion to others to laptixe 3. and 
that either to Presbyters and Deacons, or to Presbytere 
alone 1n Ordmary Caſes ; and in Caſes extraordinary 
and of extreme Neceſſity, to Deacons and Lay*men. 
Now I do grant that he has proved that Biſhops, 
as the Apoſtles Succeſſors, are qualified to give 
Baptiſm themſelves, and to grant a Commiſſion 
to others to baptize: That is to Presbyters and 
to Deacons. And that they may reſtrain theſe 
powers, and forbid either Presbyters or Deacons 
to baptize, where they have a Dioceſe ſo ſmall 
as that they can perform the Office of Baptiſm to 
all Perſons themſelves, and are willing to take 
that Trouble on themfelves. Or they may re- 
ſtrain Deacons from the Miniſtration of it where 
a Presbyter may be had, and Deacons are aRval- 
ly ſo reſtrained by the Decree of our Church: 
For ſo we read in the Form of Ordering Deacons, 
It appertaineth to the Office of a Deacon 
e in the Abſence of the Prieſt to baptize Infants: 
But that they may commiſſion Lay-men to baptize 


in extraordinary Caſes of ſuppoſed extreme Neceſ- 


iy, has not, I conceive, been yet proved. Some 
of thoſe who have been produced by Mr. Bingham, 
3s aſſerting the Right of Lay-men to baptize in 
Caſes of Neceflity, have not founded it upon a- 
ny Commiſſions received, or to be received from 
the Biſhop for that Purpoſe, but upon a natural 
Right, by which they ſay every Man may give 
what he has received. This is what Tertullian 
lays, The chief Prieſt, who is the Biſhop, has Power t 
give Baptiſm, and after bim Presbyters and Deacons, 
Jet wot without the Authority of the Biſhop. In another 
Reſpe&, that is, not by any Authority derived 
ſrom the Biſhop, Lay men have alſo a Right to give 
it; for what is received in common, may be given in 
common, S. Ferom in the Paſſage, Mr. * 

| has 
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has quoted from him, ſays the very ſame with 

Terwillian. So that theſe two Fathers plzinly 
found the pretended Right of Lay-men to bap. 
tize, not on any Commiſſion from che Biſhop 
for that Purpoſe, but as derived to them by ver- 
tue of their own Baptiſm ; The Frivolouſneſs of 
which Reaſoning has been already conſidered. 
The Council of Eliberis did indeed make x 
Canon to authorize ſome. Sort of Lay-men {ſuch 
as, according to Mr. Bingham's own Account, were 
qualified for Holy Orders) to baptize in Caſes 
of Neceflity. This is fo far from being a Proof, 
that it was the general Senfe of the Church, that 
Lay-men might baptize even in ſuch Caſes, that 
it is an evident Proof of the Contrary. For if it 
had been the general Senſe of the Church, that 
 Lay-men might. baptize, or that their Baptiſm 
was valid, there needed no Canon to authorize 
ſuch to baptize, but only to reſtrain them in the 
Exerciſe of that Right. This Canon, as has 
been obſerved, is not Declaratory of any proper 
inherent, Right that Lay-Chriſtians, as ſuch, had 
to baptize, it only appointed ſome to do this who 
had not Authority to do it before. Conſequently, 
Lay-men even by this Council, were not con- 
ceived to have any other Right to baptize, than 
what the Biſhops here thought fic to confer upon 
them: And the Canon it ſelf is an Evidence that 
they had no Right before. And it may well be 
queſtioned, whether a Provincial, or even a ge- 
neral Council after the 3 firſt Centuries could 
grant an Authority to Lay-men to do that, which 
neicher the Apoſtles themſelves nor the Catholick 
Church for the firſt 300 Years ever authoriz'd 
them to do. But admitting they had Autho- 
rity to commiſſion Perſons to baptize, who 
were not qualified to do ſq by the known Laws of 
the Church, which yet I cannot grant; This ve- 
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3 | 3 
ty Canon will not prove our Diſſenters Baptiſm 
to be valid. For the Perſons here permitted to 
baptize in Cafes of Neceſſity, were to have their 
own Baptiſm entire, that is, as Mr. Bingham ex- 
pounds it, they were to be ſuch as had been con- 
firmed by the Biſhop, which our Diſſenters are not: 
They were to baptize only in Caſes of Neceſſity, 
but our Diſſenters pretend to baptize in ordinary 
Caſes : They were to preſent him to the Biſhop 
to be perfected by Impoſition of Hands, if he 
ſurvived, which our Diſſenters take no Care to 
do. Therefore if this Canon had been Declara- 
tive of the Senſe of the Catholick Church, as it 
certainly was not (but is rather declarative that 
the Catholick Church allowed no Lay-Baptiſms 
till this Time) yet would it not authorize the 
pretended Baptiſms of our Diſſenters, which are 
miniſtred by other Perſons than this Canon dt. 
tects, and in Oppoſition not only to their Biſhop, 
but to Epiſcopacy it elf. 
The pretended Baptiſm ſaid to have been gi- 
ven by Atbanaſius, was not warranted by any Epiſ- 
copal Commiſſion, twas done in Sport and Play. 
S. Auſtin allows any Man, whether Chriſtian, 
Jew, or Heathen, to baptize in Caſes of Necefli- 
ty : But Jews and Heathens could never pretend 
to have an Epiſcopal Commiſſion to baptize, 
Gelaſius and Iſidire ſay, that Lay-men are per- 
micted to baptize in Caſes of Neceſſity. But if 
we may believe * Gratian, Iſidore ſays, that Bap- 
tiſm miniſtred by a Pagan is valid, and tells us allo, 
that this was the Opinion of the Kiſhop of Rome; yet 
Mr. Bingham will not allow that this was ever the 
Senſe of the ancient Church. And why muſt 
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15 Romanus Pontifex non hominem judicat, qui bapti- 
rat, ſed ſpiritum Dei ſubminiſtrare gratiam baptiſmi, licet 
Paganus t, qui baptizat. De conſecrat. Diſt. 4. c. 23. 
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the Biſhop of Rome's and Iſdores Opinion be the 
Senſe of the ancient Church in one Caſe and not 
in the other? If he rejects their Opinion, as not 
agreeable to the Senſe of the Church, with relati- 
on to Baptiſm pretendedly adminiftred by a Pa. 
an ; we may by the ſame Rule reject it with re. 
tilm pretendedly miniſtred by a L- 


94 to B 
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55 Reaſons which are given for the 
Validity of . will equally prove the Vali- 


dity of Pagan Baptiſm. But admitting there be no 
ſuch Paſlage in 1/dore as this which Gratian quotes 
as his, yet neither he nor Gelaſſus can be ſaid to 
ſpeak the Senſe of the ancient Church, unleſs 
there were ſome elder Authorities to ſhew, that 
it was the Senſe of the Church. And therefore 
what has been already ſaid to invalidate the more 
early Evidence produced by Mr. Bingham, inva- 
lidates the Evidence of Gelaſivs and Tfdore allo, 
And proves that the Validity of Lay-Baptiſm, was 
only the private Opinion of ſome particular Men 
till S. Auſtin's Time: After which, in Oppoſiti- 
on to Donati/m, which allowed no Baptiſm but 
what was adminiſtred by Donatiſts, ſome Churches 
ran into the other Extreme, and allowed all pre- 
tended Baptiſms by whomſoever adminiſtred, whe- 
ther by Man or Woman, Few or Pagan. | Nay ſo far 
did the Pope go at laſt, as to allow of any pretended 
Baptiſm, even tho adminiſtred in the Name of Fe- 
ſus ( briſt only, and not in the Name of the Trinih. 


Thus as for any 


Right that Lay-men have to 


baptize in Caſes of Neceſſity, Mr. Bingham has 
been very far from proving any ſuch Thing to 


+ A quodam Judzo, neſcitis utrum Chriſtiano an Paga- 
no, multos in Patria veſtra baptizatos aſſeritis, & quid de 
xs agendum fi conſulitis. Hi profecto, ſi in nomine ſanctæ 
Trinitatis, vel tantum in Chriſti nomine ficut in actibus 
Apoſtolorum legimus baptizati ſunt, conſtat eos non eſſe 
deaud baptizandos. De conſecrat. Dif, 4. c. 24. 


— 
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have been the general Senſe and Practice of the an- 
cient Church. For though he has ſhewn that it 
was the Senſe of one particular Provincial Coun- 
cil, and of chree or four Latin Fathers, that Lay- 
men might baptize in Cafes of Neceſſity, yet 
neither that Council, nor thoſe Fathers ſpeak of 
it as the general Senſe or Practice of the Church; 
nay, on the contrary, it appears from the very 
Words of one of them, that is S. Auſtin, that it 
was not ſo, ſince he knew of no ſuch Practice 
otherwiſe than by Hearſay. It is alſo to be ob- 
ſerved, that there is not the Authority of one 
Greek Father or Synod to be produced on this 
Occaſion, except that ridiculous Story of Atba- 
nafius, which I believe Mr. Bingham himſelf upon 
ſecond Thoughts muſt judge to be ſpurious. And 
yet the Greek Church for the firſt four hundred 
Years, makes the moſt conſiderable Figure in Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Hiſtory, and produced much the great- 
eſt Number of ſuch Fathers as leſt any Works 
behind them, which have continued io our Times. 
And can we think they never had any ſuch Ca- 
ſes of Neceſſity amongſt them? Or that they 
were not as careful to provide for them? Or if 
they had provided for them by permitting Lay- 
men to baptize, is it not ſtrange that no Council or 
Father of that Church ſhould mention one Word 
of it? The Silence of ſo many ancient Fathers in 
ſuch a Caſe as this, is a very probable Argument, 
that they knew of no ſuch Practice allowed by 
the Chnrch. However, granting Mr. Bingham 
all he -has pretended to prove as yet (which I 
notwithſtanding think he has not proved) even 
this will not tend to authorize the pretended Bap- 
tiſms of our Diſſenters, againſt which the Diſ- 
courſes made by Mr. L-— and my ſelf are le- 
velled : For they are neither commiſſioned by 
the Biſhops either by particular Licence, or by 
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any Canon, or declared Allowance of the Church 
to baptize ; but in direct Oppoſition to the Bi. 
ſhops, to the Canons, and to the Authority of 
the Church. Neither do they uſurp this Power 
to baptize only in extraordinary Caſes, but in 
all ordinary Caſes whatſoever. Mr. Bingham ha- 
ving drawn up the forementioned Concluſion, 
(whether upon juſt Grounds or not, I muſt now 
leave the Reader to judge) proceeds in the next 
Place to anſwer an Objection which had been 
made by ſome, againſt this general Conſent of 
the Fathers, which he ſuppoſes he has already fo 
clearly proved. 

\ 15. To this general Conſent of Antiquity, ſays he, 
Doctor Forbes and ſome others who follow him, have 
oppoſed the Teſtimony of S. Chryſoitom and S. Baſil, 
and S. Cyprian; Whoſe Evidence, if it were entirely 
on the Objectors Side, would not weigh very much, be- 
c:uſe it would be only their private Senſe, and not the 
Practice of the Church, which is the Subject of the pre- 
ſent Enquiry, But I think that have already pro- 
ved, that the Fathers cited by Mr. Bingham, do 
not give us the Senſe of the Church, but. their 
own private Opinions. For Tertullian plainly 
ſpeaks his own private Opinion, as I have pro- 
ved from the Paſſages produced from him, and 
gives a very weak unconcluſive Reaſon for it: 
S. Ferom I have ſhewed tranſcribed from Tertuli- 
an, and he gives the ſame Reaſon for his Aſſertion. 
And beſides in ſpeaking the Senſe of. the Church, 
and convincing the Luciferian of his Errors, he 
aſſerts the direct contrary, And for S. Auſtin, he 
plainly profeſſes he knew not whether Lay-bap- 
tilm might be repeated, only that it was his 
own Opinion it might not. Then as to the Ca- 
non of Eliberis, not one of theſe Fathers urges 
its Authority, or ſo much as mentions it, an evi- 
dent Token that they knew Nothing of it, 2 if 
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chey did, that they knew it not to have been re- 
ceived by the Catholick Church, and conſe- 
quently of little Authority; ſo that no one out 
of the Diſtrict for which it was made, would 
think themſelves obliged to be guided by it. As 
to Pope Gelaſius and Iſidore of Sevil, their Teſti- 
mony only ſpeaks the Senſe of the 7eftern 
Church after S. Auſtin's Time, which is not very 
material, having no more ancient Authority or 
Tradition to warrant it. On the other Side, here 
is the Teſtimony of S. Cbryſoſtom, S. Baſil, and 
5. Cyprian, and why theſe Fathers ſhould be ſup- 
poled to ſpeak their own private Senſe, rather 
than the other I am yet to ſeek, I have ſhewed, 
I think, that the others ſpoke their private Opi- 
nions, and no more : Whether theſe Fathers did 
ſo alſo, is now to be enquired. Let us hear there- 
fore what Mr. Bingham ſays to their Teſtimo- 
ny. 7 

I have ſbewed before, ſays he, Sect. 5. that 5. 
Chryſoſtom's Meaning is utterly miſtaken by Dr. 
Forbes. For when Chryloitom confines the Office of 
Baptiſm to the Hands of a Prieſt, be only means in 
ordinary Caſes ; otherwiſe Deacons, who are no Prieſts, 
would be abſolutely excluded from it in all Caſes whatſoc- 
ver, as well as Lay-men : And yet Chryſoſtom al- 
lows Deacons to baptize in Caſes of Neceſſity ; which 
makes it evident, that bis Diſcourſe only relates to the 
Miniſtration of Baptiſm in ordinary Caſes, But we 
are to conſider that the Book from whence this 
Paſſage of S. Chryſoſtom is taken, though it bear 


the Name of the Prirſthood, yet it treats not of 


the Duty or Order of Presbyters, but of Biſhops, 
the higheſt Order of Prieſts, and therefore hat 
he ſays of the Prieſthood in that Treatiſe, is meant 
of the Epiſcopate. When therefore he confines the 
Office of Baptiſm to the Hands of a Prieſt, he 
plainly intends the Biſhop, who according to Mr, 
T Bingham, 
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Bingbam, has the ſole Power to baptize, and Pref. 
byters and Deacons derive their Right from him, 
and till they have received Authority from him, 
cannot miniſter Baptiſm. So that S. Chry/of on! 
Opinion is plainly ſo far of our Side, as to ſhew 
the Invalidity of all Anti-epiſcopal Baptiſms. All 


Baptiſms by ſuch as are uncommiſſioned, unau- 
thorized by a Biſhop. And whether a Biſhop can 
commiſſion or authorize a Man to baptize other. 
wiſe, than by conferring Holy Orders upon 
him, either of the Diaconate or Presbyterate has 
not yet been proved. And till it is, S. Chryſ6- 
ſtoms Teſtimony is clear of our Side. And I con- 
ceive in that Book, he does not give his own 
private Opinion on the weighty Subject he there 
treats of, but the known Judgment and Pra- 
Rice of the Church. If he had, his Friend Ba- 
fil, whom he there diſcourſes with, would have 
taken him up, and told him that the Church 
had not confined this Charge to the Epiſcopal 
Office, and therefore he needed not to avoid 3 
Biſhoprick on that Score. So that what S. Chr- 
ſoſtom lays in this Caſe, ſeems to be a plain Tefti- 
mony of the Senſe of the Church, and not his 

own private Opinion. g 
As to S. Baſil, ſays Mr. Bingham, it will be rea- 
Jily owned, that be had ſomewhat a ſingular Opinion 
in this Matter: For be was for re-baptizing all Perſons 
that were only baptized by Lay-men, as he-was alſo 
For re-baptizing all that were baptized by Heretical and 
Schiſmarical Prieſts ; for he brings in Cyprian, and 
Firmilian his Predeceſſcr in the See of Cæſarea, ar- 
guing after this Manner. © Hereticks and Schiſ- 
5 maticks are broken off from the Church, and 
« become Lay men, and therefore Have no Power 
«© to baptize, or to ordain, being no longer a- 
© ble to give the Gift of the Holy Ghoſt to o- 
S chers, which they have loſt themſelves. hep 
| 6 fore 
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te fore ſuch as are baptized by them, when they 
ee return to the Church, are to be re-baptized 
* with the true Baptiſm of the Church, as being 
* only baptized by Lay-men.” Here I ſhall ob- 
ſerve, that S. Baſil brings in theſe two Fathers, 
25 arguing that Baptiſm by Lay-men was a Thing 
undoubtedly null and void, ſuppoſing none could 
deny that Propofition. Which ſure he would 
not have done, if he had not known that it was 
the Practice of the Church to nullifie ſuch Bap- 
tilms in S. Cyprian and Firmilian's Age, and that 
no Body then diſputed it, nor had it been con- 
tradicted from their Time to his by any Decree 
of the Church or general Practice. For he lays 
it down, and aſlerts it as a Thing known and al- 
lowed. So that what he ſays on this Occaſion, 
s plainly not his private Opinion, but a Teſti- 
mony of the Judgment of the Church. And the 
lame is to be ſaid of Firmilian and S. Cyprian, 
whoſe Argument this is. For it would have been 
ridiculous in them to have endeavoured to prove 
the Invalidity of heretical and ſchiſmatical Bap- 
tiſms, upon the Topick of their ſuppoſing them 
to be Lay-men, if Baptiſm by Lay-men had not 
at that Time, even by their Adverſaries, been al- 
lowed to be null and void. They ought firſt to 
have proved Baptiſm by Lay-men null, before 
they drew Conſequences from it, and no doubt 
would have done it, if they had not known that 
it could not be diſputed. So that their arguing 
from it, is a plain Teſtimony of the Senſe of the 
Church in their Time. Whether Hereticks and 
Schiſmaticks by breaking the Communion of the 
Church, became Lay-men, is another Queſtion, 
which ſhall be diſcuſſed in its proper Place. | 

But Mr. Bingham ſeems to queſtion whether S. 
Cyprian ever argued in this Manner. If it were 


wt for S. Baſil's Teſtimony, ſays he, I ſhould doubt 
| whether 
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whether Cyprian bad ever made Uſe of ſuch an 4;, 
gument as this, 1. Becauſe no ſuch Argument, tha; | 


know of, is to be found in his Works. But did S. cy. 
prian write Nothing which S. Baſil might ſee and 


read, which is not now extant amongſt his 


Works as they are tranſmitted to us? It is very 
certain that he did. For he ſent a Letter to Hr. 
milian, S Baſil's Predeceſſor on the Subject of 
Heretical Baptiſm, * the Receipt of which is ac- 
knowledged by Firmilian, in his Anfwer till ex. 
tant in S. Cyprian's Works, though Cyprian's own 
Letter to him is not there. This Letter was no 
Doubt preſerved in the Archieves of Cæſarea, and 
ſo was ſeen and read by S. Baſil, and we have ng 
Reaſon to queſtion but that he did fee it, and 
there read the Argument here mentioned. For 
I cannot think he would have mentioned this a5 
S. Cyprian's Argument, if he had not found it 
in ſome of his Writings. - It is plain therefore that 
S. Baſil ſaw a Letter of S. Cyprian's, which Mr. 
Bingbam never ſaw, and we have no Reaſon to 
doubt but this Argument was put into that Let- 
ter, being written on the Subject of Heretica! 
Baptiſm, to which the Argument relates, and we 
have S. Baſils Teſtimony that it was an Argument 
uſed by S. Cyprian, and approved by his Collegue 
Firmilian, to whom therefore no Queſtion but he 
made Uſe of it. | 

Another Reaſon alledged why S. Cyprian uled 
not this Argument is, Becauſe Tertullian, om 
Cyprian commonly called bis Maſter, made a great 
Diſtinction between the Baptiſm of Hereticks and tht 
Baptiſm of Carholick Lay-men, at leaſt in Caſes of Ne- 
ceſſity, as we have ſeen before. For be was againſt re- 
baptiz.ing thoſe that were ſo baptized by Lay-men, 
though he was as much for rebaptizing thoſe that were 
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baptized by Hereticks, as Cyprian himſelf. But bes | 


cauſe S. Cyprian called Tertullian his Maſter, be- 
cauſe he was pleaſed with his Way of Writing, 
and was much delighted with his Works, did he 
therefore jurare in Verba Magiſtri? Was he of Ter- 
tllim-m's Opinion in all Things? Did he follow 
him in his Montaniſm, and many other Errors 
which he held, and of which we have a large 
Catalogue in Paradoxa Tertull;iani cum Antidoto Fa- 
bi Pamelii, in the 2d Vol. of his Works, printed 
at Paris, 1635. The Church condemned Tertul- 
lian for an Heretick, but fainted Cyprian ; how 
came they to make that Diſtinction, if they were 
both of the ſame Principles? And if they differed 
in ſome Opinions they might differ in this: And 
we have Reaſon to believe they did, ſince we have 
8. Baſil's Teſtimony for it, which cannot be at all 
weakned by this Argument. | W_ 
Thirdly, he ſays, Cyprian always paid a. far 
greater Deference to Catholick Lay-men, than be did to 
Heretical Prieſts ; as eſteeming the one Members of the 
Church, and the other quite cut off from it: He admit- 
ted the one into his Councils, and did Nothing without 
their Conſent in many Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes : But the 
tber he abandoned and abborred, as Men that had a= 
bandoned the Faith, and renounced their Chriſtianity by 
their Heretical Doctrine. But what is this to the 
Purpoſe 2 Does not every good Man like an ho- 


neſt Lay-man, better than a vile heretical Prieſt? 


Would not our Biſhops ſooner admit Lay-men 
that are Members of che Church of England into 
their Conſultations, than an hereticat Popiſh 
Prieſt 2 But do they therefore think, ſuch an ho- 


neſt Lay- man qualified, to exerciſe the ſame Fun- 


ctions the other might do? If a popilh Biſhop 
ſhould: ordain a Man, would they not allow 
that Man's Orders to be valid? But if a Lay- 
man, though of our; own Communion, ſhould 


pretend to ordain, wy they allow of ſuch 


Orders 2 


} 
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Orders? Therefore this Argument proves juſt 
Nothing at all. And Mr. Bingham might have 
ared all theſe Arguments to invalidate S. Bel, 
Teſtimony, for they are too frivolous to make 
any conſiderate Perſon queſtion bis Evidence, 


Which may very well ſtand good notwithſtang. 


ing any Thing in them contained. 
But however, ſays this learned Gentleman, thi; 
Matter was, S. Baſil was not ſo ſtiff to this Opinion 
and the particular Practice of his own Church, a t 
unchriſtian thoſe that were baptized by Schiſmaticks, o 
break the Communion of the Church upon it : For be 
ves bis Advice in the Words following, That Men 
Prout * quietly comply with the Rules and 
Practice of their own Church where they liy. 
« ed, But foraſmuch, ſays he, As ſome of 
© the Aſiatick Churches think otherwiſe, that 
« the Baptiſm of ſuch by Way of Diſpenſation 
« for the ſake of great Multitudes, ought to be 
« received, let it be received. V bence I think 
it may be inferred, that though S. Baſil in bis own pri 
vate Opinion, did not approve the Baptiſm either f 
Schiſmaticks or Lay men, yet be thought it might ſtand 
good, 1 the Church thought fit to receive and confirm it: 
Aud this he ſeems to aſſert, upon the common ro 
of the Ancients, that a Latitude of Power was left 
with the Rulers and Governors F the Church, to r- 
72 ſuch Baptiſimt, when they found it neceſſary fir 
the Benefit and Edification of the Church. Now 
'ris true S. B/ did yield that the Baptiſm of ſome 
Herericks or Schiſmaticks was valid, notwith- 
ſtanding what S. Cyprian and Firmilian had ſaid to 
the Contrary, but not becauſe he thought the 
Baptiſm of Lay-men might be validated by any 
ſubſequent Authority of the Church, but becauſe 
he found the Churches who allowed the Validity 
_ of thoſe Baptiſms, did not think Men loft their 
Prieſthood by becoming Hereticks or Schiſms- 
- ticks, and therefore their Baptiſm OL - 
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. , © lowed, becauſe it was not the Baptiſm of Lay- 

oo. men, hs of Prieſts, though heretical or ſchiſ- 
i marical. | 

However, Mr. Bingham urges that S. Baſil's O- 
pinjon, or S. Cyprian's cannot prejudice the contrary 
and. Doctrine, or be thrown in the Balance againſt the com- 
and. mon Conſent and Practice of the Church. But this 
common Conſent and Practice of the Church 
hhopld be firſt proved and made out, before the 
Opinion of theſe venerable Fathers is rejected. 
And I do think, till I ſee ſome better Reaſons to 
alter my Mind, that the Opinion of S. Chry/oftam, 
5. Baſil, and S. Cyprian, conſidering the Manner in 
which they delivered it, is a better Teſtimony 
that what they ſaid was the Opinion of the 
Church, than all the Proofs Mr. Bingham has pro- 
duced are for the contrary. Beſides, it is to be 
noted, that this Opinion of S. Bas is not to be e- 
ſleemed a private Opinion, for the Epiftle where- 
in it is contained is a canonical Epiſt/e and received 
by the Greek Church as a Canon, and as ſuch is 
put into the Canonical Code of that Church, 
and was ſo as early as the ſixth Century at leaſt, 
about which Time Johannes Scholaſticus, Patriarch 


Canons then received in that Church, amongſt 
which are che Canonical Epiſtles of S. Baſil. 
that when we cite an Epiſtle of S. Baſil, we do 
not produce the Authority of a ſingle Father, but 
of the whole Greek Church. | | 
But Mr. Bingbam ſays, That S. Baſil ſpeaks, 
perhaps, nat of Lay-Baptiſm in Caſes of AA. 
but of uſurping the Office, as Hereticks did in 
ordinary (Caſes : Which makes a wide Difference in 
che Caſe, and belongs to 4 more diffcult 8 But 
S. Baſil makes no Mention of Caſes of Neceffity, 
and ir does not appear that he ever did think 


there were any ſuch Caſes of ſuch Neceſſity as 


* 


of Conſtantinople, made his Collection of all the 
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could authorize Lay- Baptiſm: So that Mr. Bing. 
Bams [perhaps is without any Foundation. l 
grant chere is a Difference in the Caſes, and am 
perſwaded that there is no Colour of Argument 
to prove, that unauthorized Lay- Baptiſms were ever 
7 atifie 4 an 1 made. good by. the. ſubſequent Confirmation 
and Reception of the Church. 25 


Bai much more Difficulty than the former: Becauſe 4 
great many. of the Authors, who have juſtified the Law- 
Fla of Lay-Baptiſm in Caſes of Neceſſity, are bol. 
Iy ſilent upon this Point. For neitber Tertullian, nor the 

Council of Eliberis, nor S. Jerom, nor Gelaſius, nor If. 

dore, have ſaid any Thing upon it: They only conſider the 

Caſe of Neceſſity, and no other. And the Author of the 

Apoſtolical Conſtitutions ſeemi to pronounce ſeverely 

uſurped and unauthorized Actions, as utterly null and 

w0id. He has a, whole Chapter with this Title, s Thar 

7 it is an horrible Thing for a Man to thruſt 

** himſelf into the Prieſts Office, as the Corabitu 

. and Saul, and Uzzias did. And he thus expreſ- 
ſes bimſelf upon it; © As it Was not lawful for a 
Stranger, that was not of the Tribe of Levi, to 
* offer any Thing, or approach the Altar with- 

* outa Prieſt; ſo do ye Nothing without the 

* Biſhop. For if any Man does any Thing with- 

5 out the Biſhop, he does it in vain : Ie ſhalt not 
ie be reputed to bim as any Service. As Saul, 
* when he had offered Sacrifice without Samuel, 
was told that he had done vainly ; ſo whatever 
# Lay-man does any Thing without a Prieſt, he 
labours in vain. And as King Uzzjas, when 
* he had invaded the Prieſts Office, was ſmitten 
** with Leproſy for his Tranſgreſſion; ſo every 
* Lay-man ſhall bear his Puniſhment, that con- 
„ temns God "ind inſults his Prieſts, and takes 
4 Honour to himſelf, not imitating Cbriſt, who 
E glorified not himſelf, but ſtaid till his 1 
RGW 


I 16. This ©urſtion, ſays. my learned Friend, 
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« (aid, Thow art @ Prieſt for ever after the Order of 


« Melchizedech. ” Now this Diſcourſe when 


applied to Baptiſm will amount to this, That every one 
who uſufps the'Office of Baptizing, which belongs not to 
bim, us a great Tranſgreſſor in the Sight of God; and all 
his Acts are vain, as to what concerns himſelf; for they 

all never be accounted to him as acceptable Service, 
worthy of a Reward, but rather inevitably make him 
liable to Wrath and Puniſhment.” 'But ſtill the Queſti- 
n remains, «whether ſuch Act, though vain in reſpet? 
of the Adminiſtrator, be utterly vain and void in reſpect 
of the Receivers alſo ? And as this Author bas not pres 
ciſely determined this Point, ſo I will not pretend th de- 
termine it for him. On the other Hand, by the Detrmi- 
nation that was given by Alexander and the Church of 
Alexandria, t plain that ſuch Baptiſms, though wnaa- 
thoriz.ed and ver) irregular in the Admimiſtyatarg1are 
nt wholly' null and void as to the Effett in the Party 
baptized. - Athanaſius, it is certain, could have hb 
Law of 'the Church, to authorize bim to baptiaein that 
Caſe and Manner in which he performed it Ani yet 
Alexander would not ſuffer thoſe to be rebaptix dd. who 
had been baptized by bim. S. Auſtin as of the ſume 
Judgment: He freely owns, that when Baptaſm ds per- 
formed by a Lay-man, without Neceſſity, it is an Uſur- 
pation of another Man's Office: But yet be tbinłs it is 
not wholly null and void as to the Receiver, but a true 
Bapriſm, which ought not to be repeated. Though 
it be uſurped without Neceflity, and given by 
* any Man to another, that which is given can- 
* not be ſaid not to be given, though it may be 
* truly faid to be unlawfully given. Therefore 
© the unlawful U ſurpation ãs to be corrected by 
«© 7 ſincere” and affectionatiiRepentancæ And 
« if it be not corrected, that: which is given will 
c remain to the Puniſhment of the Uſurper, as 
* well of him who gave it unlawfully, as of him 
Fe who received it unlawfally: But yet W. 
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& be accounted as not given. No devout Soldi. 
er ever violates the Royal Stamp, rn it 
© be uſurped by private Men: For though ſome 
© by ſtealch, and in a clandeſtine Way, ſet the 
Royal Stamp, not to the publick Money but 
& their own ; yet the Maney fo ſtampt, when 
« they are either puniſhed or pardoned for their 
* e, having the Royal Standard upon it, is 
© not defaced, but brought into the King's Trea. 
&« ſury.  Whence it is plain, he thought that Bay- 
uſn given by Lay- men in ordinary Caſes, which was an 
Uſar pation of 1be Priefts Office, 4s mot to he repeated, 
Aud this be aſſerts in another Place againſt the Dona- 
it; get not 4 the Determination of any General 
Ca [ out. 174 bss m Opinion: Far, 7 5 if 
ec he were a Member of ſuch a Synod, wherein 
ce this; Queſtion was debated, he ſhould nor ſcru- 
ce ple 40 afſert all thoſe to have Baptiſm, where- 
« foever; or by whomſoever baptized, that had 
te receied it in Faith, and without Diſſimulati- 
„ on, in that Form of Words which is preſcri- 
ct bed by the Goſpel: Though if they wanted 
„ Charity, and were out of the: Catholick 
„% Ghuroh, it would not profit them to Salrati- 
c on, or any other ſpiritual Concerns, ” Opta- 
tus avas plainly of the. ſame Opinion, be thought that 
Chriſt gaue s Commijſion to bis Apoſtles to 75 
dur yer not ſuch an one as peremptorily annulled and 
evacuated all Baptiſms that avere performed by any e. 
cher. © Qur Saviour, Jays be, gave command- 
cc ment in whoſe Name the Nations ſhould be 
| « baptized : But he did not determine without 
i _ © Exoeption, by whom they ſbould be baptized, 
| < He faid not to his Diſciples, This ſhall ye do, 
| 


5 and no other ſhall do it. For whoſoever bap- 

cc tines in the Name of the Father, Son, and Ho- 

& by Ghoſt, fulfills tbe Work of the Apoſtles. 
1 * Then he alledges chat Saying of S. Jabn in the 
ö | . if Goſpel, 


ver it might poſſibly be allowed in extraordina- 
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* Goſpel, Maſter, we ſaw one caſting out Devils in 
« thy Name, and we forbad him, becauſe he ſollow- 
« erh wit with urn. To which Chriſt replied, For- 
'* bid bim not, for he that is not againſt jou, is for 
% . Upon which he concludes, that it was 
« the Name of the Trinity, and not the Work 
of the Agent that ſanctifies the Myſtery, 
“ and that the Miniſters of Baptiſm were only 
© T.abourers, and not Lords of the Action. 
And upon this Ground he allows the Baptiſm of 
Schiſmaticks and ſuch Hereticks alſo, as baptized 
in the Name of che Trinity, to be valid, though 
they were not every way legally authorized and 
qualified, as the true Minifters of the Church, 
to perform it. 

This is the main Point now in Controverſie; 
for our Diſſenters pretended Baptiſms, which 
have cauſed all this Diſpute, are uſurped and un- 
aut borized Baptiſms of Lay- men; Therefore I have 
tranſcribed every Word that Mr. Bingham has put 
intro this Section, where he particularly enquires 
into their Validity, that it may be manifeſt chat 
I have not lefr out one Word that he has been 
able to produce in. favour of it: And ſhall now 
make my Obſervarions on the ſeveral Parciculars, 
in the ſame Order as they are here laid down 
by that learned Gentleman: 511 

He tells us, That Tertullian, the Council of Eli- 
beris, S. Jerom, Gelaſius and Hidore, are all lone 
on this Subjeck. This J am perſwaded is true, 
with Relation to every ong of theſe, except S. 
Ferom : But I am ſurprized to hear him ſay, that 
S. Fern is alſo ſilent on this Occaſion, when his 
Dialogue againſt the Luciferians is wholly upon 
this Subject. And if it is not demonſtrable from 
that Dialogue, thar he maintained the Baptiſm . 
of Lay-men (in ordinary Caſes at leaſt, howſoe- 


ry 
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ry Cafes) not only to be unlawful, but alfy 
wholly invalid, and conſequently to be repeat. 
ed, I will yield the Cauſe. And S. Ferom I con- 
ceive in the main of that Dialogue, muſt be ſup. 
poſed to ſpeak the Senſe and Practice of che Ca- 
tholick Church : For he there undertakes to de. 
fend the Senſe and Practice of the Catholick 
Church, againſt the contrary Senſe and Practice 
of the ' Luciferians. If therefore his main To- 
pick on which he builds all his Arguments, was 
not then the known Senſe and Practice of the 
Catholick Church, bis Controverſie with the L- 
ciferian was about his own private Opinion: And 
his Adverſary would have ſaid, that he came 
not there to diſpute againſt private Opinions, 
but known and received Doctrines. Helladius 
was declaiming againſt the Church, when S. Fe. 
rom engaged him, and if S. Ferom did not de. 
fend the Church in his Diſpute with him, he did 
Nothing. From whence Ithink it moſt apparent, 
that if the main Point which S. Ferom defended 
was the In validity of Lay. baptiſm, and that ſuch as 
had been ſo Invalidly baptixed, ought to receive 
the true Baptiſm of the Church, it will follow that 
this Doctrine was at that Time the known Senſe 
and Practice of the Catholick Church. 

I know indeed * Mr. Bingham does ſay, that 
the Controverſie between S. Jerom and the Luciferi- 
ans, was, it; Whether the Arian Prieſts were meer 
Heathens ? Which the Luciferians affirmed, and S. 
Jerom denied. 2dly, Whether ſuppoſing them to be 
meer Heathens, as the Luciferians would bave it, 
their Baptiſm was valid, and ought not to be repeated 
again? The Luciferians aſſerted it to be valid, not- 
withſtanding the Suppoſition f their being Heathen: : 
But S. Jerom refutes their Aſſertion upon this Princi- 
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ple, That none but a Chriſtian could give Chriſtian 
Baptiſm : And therefore the Luciferians, ought either 
to on, as the Catholicks did, that the Arians were 
in ſome Senſe Chriſtians, and not meer Pagans; or 
elſe to re-baptize thoſe that were baptized by them, 
ce Pagans could have no Manner of Power to give 
Chrittian Baptiſm. From hence it appears, as I 
obſerved before, that Mr. Bingham has not ſo care- 
fully read over and conſidered this Dialogue of 8. 
2 For though Helladius the Luciferian may 
{aid to maintain, that the Arian Priefts were 
meer Heathens; yet he does not maintain this of 
the Prieſts only, or of the Arjans only, but of all 
Hereticks in General. His Words are, © All 
“ Hereticks are no Chriſtians.” So that the 
Point which Helladius maintained, was not as Mr. 
Bingham repreſents it, that. the Arian Priefts only 
were meer Heathens ; but that all the Arians, People 
as well as Prieſts, were meer Heathens, Hence 8. 
Ferom argues, f that if he be an Heathen, he 


* muſt be received into the Church by Baptiſm, 


* and not by Penance.” Hereupon the F Lacife- 
rian gives that Point up immediately, and ſays, 
« I anſwered ſimply in the Beginning of my 
* Diſcourſe, that all Hereticks are Pagans. But 
© becauſe I find I am catched in the Anſwer to 
© that firſt Queſtion, I yield it up, and come to 
e the ſecond Point: In which I fay, that a Lay- 
© man coming over from the Ariane, is to be re- 
* ceived upon Performance of his Penance, but 
© a Clergy-man is not to be ſo received. ” Here 
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* Omnes Heretici Chriſtiani non ſunt. . 
7 Quiſquamng Gentilem recipit Pœnitentem? 

Ego — in exordio ſermonis omnes Hereticos 
Gentiles eſſe reſpondi. Verùm quia captioſa reſponſio fu- 
It prime quæſtionis, tibi Palmam tradens ad ſecundam ve- 
niam: In qua aio Laicum ab Arianis venientem recipi de- 
bere pœnitentem, Clericum "© non debers, 
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we ſee, that what Mr. Bingham makes the main 
Point in Controverſie, was indeed what the Ly- 
ciferian had heedleſly aſſerted, but what he pre. 
ſently found himſelf unable to defend, and yield. 
ed it immediately. Which ſhews, that he did not 
conceive the Merits of the Cauſe depended on 
it, for he maintains his Cauſe after he had en- 
tirely given that up. But the ſecond Point, was 
what the Luciferian could not give up without 
yielding the Cauſe; for that was the publick 
avowed Doctrine and Practice of the Sec, vix. 
to receive tbe Arian's upon their renouncing their He- 
reſie, by Penance, and not by Baptiſm, and receiving 
them all as Lay-men, and none as Clergy-men : In 
which Doctrine and Practice they differed from 
the Orthodox, who received the Arian Lay-men as 
Lay-men, and their Clergy as Clergy, according to the 
Orders they bad received during their Herefie : So that 
an Arian Biſhop if he came over to the Church, 
was ſtill reputed a Biſhop, a Prieſt a Prieſt, and 
a Deacon a Deacon. Whereas if an Arin Bi- 
ſhop, Prieſt or Deacon came over to the Lucife- 
rians, he was reputed to be but a meer Lay man. 
The other Point, whether the Arians were meer 
Pagans, was only Matter of Opinion, which 
perhaps all the  Luciferians did not maintain, 
which therefore Helladius yielded preſently, as 
ſuppoſing their avowed Doctrine and Practice 
might be ſupported without it. And the Lucife- 
an throughout the whole Dialogue, never pre- 
tends to maintain the Validity of the Arian Bap- 
tiſms, notwithſtanding the Suppoſition of their 
being meer Heathens, but gives up that Suppoſi- 
tion entirely before he enters on the main Con- 
troverſie. So that this very worthy and learned 
Gentleman is plainly miſtaken in ſtating this Con- 
trovetſie between S. Ferom, and the Luciferian. 
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Having therefore ſtated the Matter right, and 
ſhewn that the Controverſy was concerning the 
Doctrine and Practice of the Luciferians, who ad- 
mitted the 4rians into their Church without bap- 
tizing them afcer they had received Baptiſm in 
that Hereſy, but would not yet receive their Bi- 
ſhops, Prieſts and Deacons as ſuch, which the 
Orthodox did; I will now ſhew how S. Jerom 
argued with Helladius upon this Point. * © Tell 
* me, ſays he, why you receive a Lay-man com- 
4 ing over from the Arians and do not receive 
* a Biſhop ? The Luciferian anſwers. I receive 
* a Lay-man, becauſe he confeſſes that he has 
* erred: And the Lord deſireth the Repentance 
„and not the Death of a Sinner. And J, ſays 
the Ort bodum Chriſtian, receive a Biſhop, be- 
© cauſe he confeſſes that he has erred ; and the 
Lord defireth the Repentance and not the 
Death of a Sinner. The Luciferian anſwers ; If 
* he confeſſes that he has erred, why does he 
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* Expone mihi quare Laicum venientem ab Arianis reci- 
pias, Epiſcopum non recipias. Luc. Recipio Laicum, quia 
erraſſe ſe confitetur, & Dominus mavulr Pœnitentiam Pec- 
catoris quam mortem. Orth. Recipio & ego Epiſcopum, 
quia & erraſſe ſe confitetur, & Dominus mavult Pœniten- 
tim pe ccatoris quàm mortem. Luc. Si errare ſe confitetur, 
cur Epiſcopus perſeverat? Deponat Sacerdotium, concedo 
veniam Penitenti. Orth. Reſpondebo tibi & ego Sermo- 
nibus tuis. Si Laicus erraſſe fe conſitetur, quomodo lai- 
cus perſeverat? Deponat Sacerdotium laici, id eſt Baptiſ- 
ma; & ego do veniam Pænitenti. . Scriptum eſt enim, 
Regnum quippe nos & Sacerdores Deo & Patri ſuo fecit. 
Et iterum, Gentem ſandctam, regale Sacerdotium, Popu- 
lum acquiſitum. Omne quod licer Chriſtiano, commune 
eſt tam Epiſcopo quam Laico. Qui Pœnitentiam agit, pri- 
ora condemnat, Si non licet Epiſcopp pœnitenti perſeve- 
rare quod fuerat, non Licet laico pœnitenti in eo permaners 
>>; ge quod Pœnitentiam confitetur. Nos nobis ad- 

rla non facimus. Aut Epiſcopum cum populo recipimus 

uem facit Chriſtianum : Aut - <2 non recipimus, 
ſeimus etiam populum rejiciendum. 
12 K 2 con- 
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« continue a Biſhop? Let him depoſe ' himſelf 
“from his Prieſthood, and I will grant Pardon 
to the Penitent, I will anſwer you in your 
-© own Words, ſays S. Ferom. If a Lay-man con- 
ce feſſes that he has erred. why docs he continue 
e A Laick; let him depoſe himſelf from the Prieſt. 
<© hood of a Lay-man, that is his Baptiſm, and [ 
& will grant Pardon to the Penitent. For it is 
“ written, He hath made us a Kingdom, and Prieſt, 
© unto God and his Father. And again, An holy 
Nation, a royal Prieſthood, a choſen People. All 
<© that is lawful for a Chriſtian is common, as 
c well to a Biſhop as a Lay- man. He that does 
& Penance, condemns his former Acts. If it be 
© not lawful for a penitent Biſhop to remain 
ce what he was, it is not lawful for a penitent 
Lay- man to remain in that State for which he 
ce does Penance.— We do not act inconſiſt- 
cc ently with our ſelves: Either we receive the 
© Biſhop, with his People whom he has made 
« Chriſtians; Or if we receive not the Biſhop, 
* we know that we ought alſo to reje the Peo- 
e ple. Do not thoſe therefore according to 
S. Jerom's Principle, and the Senſe and Practice 
of the Catholick Church in his Time, a& incon- 
ſiſtently with themſelves who are for Receiving 
the Dillenting Lay-men as Lay-Chriſtians, and 
their Teachers all, in the Station of Lay-men, 
but will not receive thoſe who they ſuppoſe make 
them Chriſtians by Baptiſm as Clergy men? The 
Catholick Church, as he obſerves, did not te- 
ceive any upon Repentance without Baptiſm, ex- 
cept they came over from a Se& whoſe Clergy 
were allo received as Clergy- men. And to do o- 
— he ſays, would be to act inconſiſtent- 
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But to proceed with S. Ferom, + © Wherefore 
« ] beſeech you, ar he, chart you either allow 
« him a Right to ofter Sacrifice ( that is to be a 
t Prieſt, and to adminiſter the Holy Euchariſt ) 
«© whoſe Baptiſm you approve, or reject his Ba 
« tiſm , whom you eſteem to be no Prieſt. A- 
gain ſays he, “I do not at preſent either blame 
* the Arians or defend them: I keep to my Point. 
e A Biſhop is received by us for the ſame Reaſon 
« for which a Lay-man is received. There- 
te fore according to the Cuſtom of Boys diſput- 
« ing together, what you ſhall ſay, I will fay, 
© what you ſhall affirm, I will affirm, what you 
4 ſhall deny, 1 will deny. An Arian baptizes, 
« therefore he is a Biſhop : He does not baptize, 
« do you deny him to be a Lay-Chriſtian, and 
&«& do not receive him for a Prieſt. I will fol- 
* low you whether you go: We will both ſtick 
« inthe Mire, or both get out of it. A little 
after, the Luciferian argues thus. A Lay- 

© man 
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+ Quamobrem, oro te, ut aut Sacrificandi ei diligentiam 
tribuas, cujus baptiſma probas ; aut reprobes ejus baptiſma 
quem non exiſtimas Sacerdotem. Bo | 

Ego non tam in præſenti Arianos vel improbo vel de- 
fendo, quam illam curſus Metam circumeo : Eadem ratione 
à nobis Epiſcopum recipi, qua laicus recipitur. Igitur 
parvulorum inter ſe certantium ritu, quod dixeris dicam ; 
affirmabis, affirmabo ; Negabis, negabo. Arianus baptizat, 
ergo Epiſcopus eſt; non baptizat, tu refuta Laicum, & ego 


non recipio Sacerdotem. Sequar te quocunq; 1eris, aut pa- 
riter in Iuto hæſitabimus, aut pariter expediemur. ; 


* Laicusetiam extra Eccleſiæ fidem baptizatus pœnitens 
recipitur. Epiſcopus vero penitentiam non aget, & Sacer- 
dos eſt : aut fi Pœnitentiam egerit, eſſe Epiſcopus deſinit. 
Quamobrem rectè nos Laicum ſuſcipimus pœnitentem, & 
Epiſcopum ſi in Sacerdotio perſeverare vult, repudiamus. 
Orth. Proba mihi ab Arianis venientem laicum habere bay 
tiſmum & Pœnitentiam ei non denegabo. Si vero Chriſti- 
anus non eſt, ſi non habuit Sacerdotem qui eum faceret 


Chriſtianum, quomodo aget Pœnitentiam homo qui nec- 


wc | dum 
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© man though baptized out of the Faith of the 
0 Church is received as a Penitent. But a Bi. 
© {hop ſhall not do Penance; becauſe he is 3 
6 Prieſt: Or if he ibould do Penance, he ceaſe, 
& to be a Biſhop. Therefore we rightly receive 
© a Lay man to Penance, and rejet'a Biſhop if 
6. he will {till continue in his Prieſthood. S. Fe 
c rom replies, Prove to me that a Lay- man com- 
c ing over from the Arians has Baptiſm, and I will 
© not refuſe to admit him to Penance: But if he 
c is not a Chriſtian, if he had not a Prieſt who 
cc could make him a Chriftian, how ſhall a Mn 
& do Penance who does not yet believe? The 
&.. Luciferian anſwers, Do you think it juſt that an 
6 Arian ſhould be a Biſhop. You prove him to 
de be a Biſhop, ſays S. Ferom, becauſe you' re- 
ec ceive him whom he has baptized. - In this you 


axe to be blamed,: that you feparate from us, I 


“ and yet agree with us both in the Faith and 
in the Reception of the Ariane. We re. 
tc ceive a Biſhop from the Arians for the ſame 
«* Reaſon, for which you receive one baptized 
« by them. We agree in the Faith, we a- 
«gree in receiving. Hereticks, let us agree in 
« Communion. The Luciferian replies. Behold 
*I lift up my Hands: I yield, you have conquer- 
„ ed me.” Thele Paſſages, which I have here 
tranſcribed from S. Ferom's Dialogue againſt the 
Luciferians,are I think a ſufficient Evidence that he 
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dum credit? Luci. Æquumne tibi videtur, ut Arianus E- 
piſcopus fit ? Ori. Tu eum Epiſcopum probas quia ab eo 
2 baptizatum: Et in hoc reprehen ndus es, quia à 
nobis parietibus ſe pararis, cum in e & in Arianorum 
-nobiſcum receptione conſentias, — m enim ratione 
Epiſcopum ab Arianis recipio, qua tu recipis baptizatum.— 
Conſentimus in fide, conſentimus in icis recipiendis, 
conſentiamus etiam in conventu. Lucif. En tollo Manus 
ede, Vieiſtt. N 


N 


cannot 
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cannot be ſaid to have been wholly ſilent in this 
Matter. He has plainly enough ſhewn what was 
the Senſe of the Catholick. Church in this Point. 
And whatſoever might be his Opinion of Lay- 
Baptiſm in Caſes of Neceflicy, it is certain that 
he was of Opinion, and the Church with him, 
that Lay-Baptiſm in ordinary Caſes was wholly 
null and void; and that Perſons ſo pretendedly 
baptized were not to be received into the Church 
45 penitent Chriſtians, but as Gentiles by Bap- 
iſm. For it is evident from him, that if they 
were not baptized with epiſcopal Baptiſm, they 
received no Baptiſm at all. | | 

As to the Quotation which Mr. Bingham has 
tranſcribed from the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, 
he himſelf confeſſes, that Author has not pre- 
ciſely determined this Point, and I do not think 


ic worth diſputing, whether he has or not. The 


Story of the Determination of Alexander Biſhop 
of Alexandria, has been I think already ſufficient- 
ly conſidered and refuted. And I hope when 
this learned Gentleman conſiders, that not only 
Lay-baptiſm, but ludicrous, mimical Baptiſm is 
authorized by that pretended Decifion, he will 
urge it no more. S. Auſtin indeed does declare 
for the Validity of Lay-Baptiſm, even in ordina- 
ry Caſes : But then, as Mr. Bingham ingenuouſſy 
acknowledges, he declares it meerly as his own 
private Opinion, and not as the Opinion of the 
Church: And why that fingle Father's Opinion 
in the Caſe of Lay- baptiſm ſhould weigh more 
with us, than his Opinion concerning Baptiſm 
miniſtred by an Heathen or Jew, the Validity 
of which he alſo declares for in the very ſame 
Place, * which Mr. Bingham ſays is wholly new, 
end utterly without Precedent in the Primitive Church, 
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* Scholaſt. Hiſt, of Lay-Baptiſm. pag. 100, 1705 
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and therefore very juſtly condemns; I cannot 
vet ſee any Reaſon. Opratus alſo ſpeaks to the 
ſame Purpoſe with S. Auſtin on this Occaſion : 
But what he ſays, is plainly no more than his own 
private Opinion. 

Upon the whole Matter therefore, we have 
S. Ferom's plain Teſtimony for the Senſe of the 
Church, that Lay-baptiſm, in ordinary Caſes at 
leaſt, was wholly null and void, and Perſons ſo 
pretendedly baptized, were not to be received 
as Penitents by Impoſition of Hands only, but 
by true Baptiſm. And upon this only Principle 
he confutes and converts the Luciferian. On the 
other Side here are two African Fathers, who 
living amongſt the Donatiſts, who rebaprized e- 
ven Catholicks, who had been baptized by true 
Biſhops or Presbyters, in the Heat of Diſputati- 
on, that they might run as far as poſſible from 
Donatiſm, maintain'd not only Lay-baptiſm, but 
Baptiſm adminiſtred by a Few or an Heathen, be- 
ing at the ſame Time forced to own, they could 
produce no Authority from the Church to war- 
rant their Opinion. From whom then ſhall we 
learn the Senſe of. the Church in this Matter ? 
Certainly from S. Ferom, for his Dialogue was 
written to maintain the Senſe and Practice of the 
Church againſt the Luciferians : But the others 
acknowledge that they cannot ſay their Opini- 
on is authorized by the Senſe or Practice of the 
Church. ug. bare | 
If cherefore S. Ferom be allowed to ſpeak the 
general Senſe and Practice of the Church (which 
is what we are now enquiring after, and if the 
Senſe and Practice of the Church had been o- 
therwiſe, Helladius the Luciferian muſt have taken 
notice of it) then it is demonſtrable. from what 
has been already cited from this Father, that if 
Perſons were neyer baptized by one epiſcopally 

| whe e ordained, 
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ordained, notwithſtanding they had been pre- 
tendedly baptized by a Lay-man, they were not 
to be received into the Church by any other 
Means, than by true Baptiſm. And there is no E- 
vidence to contradict this, but the private Opt- 
nion of two Fathers, who in the Heat of Diſpu- 
tation were provoked to affert ſuch Baptiſm to 
be valid, as Mr. Bingbem himſelf condemns, as 
wholly contrary to the Senſe and Practice of the 
truly primitive Catholick Church. FR 
§ 17, 18. As to the Baptiſm of Women, Mr. 
Bingham has proved very well, and ingenu- 
oufly declared, that thoſe who allow Midwives 
or any other Women to baptize. in Caſes of Neceſſity, 
whatever other Grounds they may go upon, are not to 
be juſtified from the Rules and Canons of the ancient 
Church, ſince there are no ſuth to anthorize the Pra- 
dice. And he thinks ir probable, that they who xe- 
ceived the Baptiſm of heretical Men ont of the Church 
as valid; and the Baptiſm of Catholick Lay-men in 
the Church, as not only valid, but authorized too, did 
et reject the Baptiſm of Women, in both Cafes, be- 
eauſe they are ſo peremptory in probibiting Women uni- 
verſaly ro meddle with the miniſterial Offices, and this 
always, without Exception in any Caſes whatſoever, 
But I conceive it is more than probable, that the 
Church in general, which, as has been proved 


from S. Ferom, rejected the Baptiſm of Lay- men, 


did utterly rejeRt and nullitie che Baptiſm of 
Women. | * 
19. As to Baptiſm adminiſtred by beretical and 
ſebiſmatical Biſhops, Prieſts and Deacons, and ſuch 
the Catholick Clergy, as are legally degraded or depoſed 
by the Auuborii of the Church, for Tranſgreſſmg the 
Rules of their Function, I cannot acknowledge, wich 
Mr. Bingham, that it is an unauthorized, criminal, 


anti-epiſcopal Uſurpation ; If he thereby means that 


the Baptiſm ic ſelf is ſo ; * as long as the prie 5 
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ly Character remained indeleted, as in thoſe Ca. 
15 it did, twas only the Circumſtance of Schiſm 
or Hereſie, &. that was criminal and ſinful, 
and in this Reſpect only, the Baptiſms were ir. 
regular, becauſe contrary to the known Rules and Or- 
ders of the true governing Part of the Catholick Church, 
$ 20. I acknowledge that it was the general Senſ: 
of the Church, that the Baptiſm of all Hereticks that 
baptized in the Name of the Trinity, was to be allou- 
ed as valid. And do think Mr. Bingham has learn. 
edly and ſufficiently proved, that this was the ge- 
neral Senſe of the Church. 
§ 21. I alſo agree with this very worthy and 
learned Gentleman, that the Baptiſm of Here- 
ticks and Schiſmaticks has great Defects : If he 
means thereby no more than this, that the ſin- 
ful Circumſtances of Hereſie and Schiſm are Ob- 
ſtacles, which at preſent hinder the receiving of 
thoſe Benefits, which otherwiſe would have at. 
tended thoſe very Baptiſms: That, as he ſays 
well, they receive the outward viſible Sacrament, but 
not the inviſible, internal and ſanttifying Grace of the 
Spirit. That they are hereby made Partakers of all 
ſuch Privileges, as the receiving the outward and viſi- 
ble Sacrament of Baptiſm, can give to ſuch, as debar 
themſelyes (by ſome Obſtacle of their own) from the 
. inviſible and ſpiritual Grace of it; thus for, and in 
this Senſe 1 ſhall agree with him ; and therefore when 


| oo come over to the Catholick Church, though the Bap- 


tiſm is not to he repeated, yet they ſhould be re- 
ceived into the Church by Impoſition of the Bi- 
ſhop's Hands, (as all other returning Penitents 
nsd to be receiv'd) that they may receive Ab- 
folution from their Sin of Hereſie or Schiſm, and 
ſo obtain the Gift of the Holy Ghoft, which be- 
fore was hinder'd from deſcending on them, by 
Reaſon of the Cauſa impediens of their Hereſie 
or Schiſm. Wt 

$ 22. In 
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22. In the next Place I agree with Mr. Bing- 
bam, that the Church did not deny the Validity ; he- 
retical or ſchiſmatical Ordination, but ſuppoſed their 
Orders to be fo entire, that whether they had re- 
volted from the Church into Hereſy or Schiſm 
after their Ordination, or were ordained in He- 
rely or Schiſm, by ſuch as originally derived 
their Orders from the true Catholick Church, if - 
upon their Converſion the Church ſhould recall 
them to thoſe Offices, ſhe would not do it by giving them 
4 new Ordination, any more than a new Baptiſm. And 
that ſuch Sets | as Mr. Bingham calls them, but I 
had rather ſay, ſuch Churches] as pleaded for the 
Invalidity of beretical Ordinations, were refuted upon 
this Principle of the Catholick Church, That Baptiſm 
and Ordination, tbeugb ſinfully given | I mean only 
given, with ſome ſinful Circumſtances] are not to 
be wholly anulled or afterward repeated. But then I 
think, all this and whatever elle Mr. Bingham has 
ſaid concerning ſuch Baptiſms, is nothing at all 
to the Purpoſe of the preſent Controverſy which 
relates to Lay-Bapriſm, and not to beretical or ſcbiſ- 
matical Baptiſms, which according to Mr. Bing- 
bam's own Account are not adminiſtred by meer 
La- men, but by ſuch Perſons whole Orders the 
Church upon their Converſion allows to be good 
and valid, and does not repeat them. Ler him 
ſhew where the Church allows the Orders of any of our 
Diſſenting Teachers, and I will readily allow their 
Baptiſm. Or let him ſhew that the ancient Ca- 
tholick Church allowed the Baptiſms of Hereticks 
or Schiſmaticks, whoſe Orders they did not alſo. 
allow, and Iwill yield him the Cauſe. Heretical 
and ſchiſmatical Baptiſms, adminiſtred in the 
Name of the Trinity, were allowed to be valid 
in the Primitive Church, as appears by what I 
haye already quoted from S. Ferom, becauſe thoſe 
Bereticks and Schiſugaticks had epiſcopal Orders, 
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otherwiſe, as that Father argues, th eic Baptiſms gin 
muſt have been repeated. Ihe Luciferian allow- offci 
ed their Baptiſm, but denied their Orders. And 21 
S. Ferom confutes him upon this Principle, that if Un 
they had no Biſhops they could have no Baptiſm. 9 
So that the Ancients plainly diſtinguiſhed be. that 
"tween the Baptiſms of Hereticks, and the pre. /ali: 
tended Baptiſms of Lay- men. The Baptiſms of 2 . 
Hereticks were indeed in their Circumſtances un. © mir7 
aut berixed and unlawful, as they were miniftred in bis 
Hereſie or Schiſm in Oppoſition to the Authority inge 
of the Catholick Church : But then they were on. 
authorized and lawful in bemſelves, as they were I tatms 
miniitred by Perſons, who, according to Mr. Bing- I car: 
ham, had received an indelered Character and wait 
Authority to baptize. So that in different Re- in < 
ſpects they may be ſaid to be authorized and unau- And 
thoriztd, lawtul and unlawful; authorized and tifm 
lawſul in themſelves, unauthorized and unlawſul © muc 
in their Circumſtances : but the pretended Baptiſm: | ſom 
of heretical or ſchiimatical Lay-men, fuch as I fhall 
were never commiſſioned to baptize [as our is to 
Diſſenters certainly never were cannot be au- the 
thorized or lawful in any reſpect whatſoever, and I Prin 
this L conceive makes a very wide Difference in I to t. 
the Cale. 72 Calc 
$23. In the next Place Mr. Bingham and I are | 
perfectly agieed that the Reformed Church of Eng- 
land has full and ample Authority to baptixe, though 
we ſhould allow her to have been formerly an be- 
retical and ſcbiſmatical Church, under the Slavery of 
the Romiſh Yoke, And that ſhe regained this full 
and ample Authority in all Reſpects, which might 
in ſome ReſpeRs be wanting before, by Shaking of 
that Yoke, and Reforming her Errors, and Returning 10 
tbe Unity of the truly Primitive, Apoſtolick and Ca- 
tholick Church. Which was the ancient Method fer 
ſebiſmatical and beretical Biſhops, and other Clergy, to 
| | | wet" gain 
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ain that lawful Authority that empowered them to 
officiate legally, which they bad not nor could not have 
whilſt they continued in their Errors, and out of the 
Unity of che Holy Catbolick Church. 

$24. I alſo agree with him in the laſt Place, 
that the Determinaticn of the Romiſh ' Church, for the 
Validity of Baptiſm adminiſtred by Jews and Pagans, 
& wholly new, and utterly without Precedent in the Pri- 
mitive Church : Except it be as S. Auſtin declared 
his private Opinion for it, but at the ſame Time 
ingenuoully owned, it was but his private Opini- 
on. And yet chat Father's Opinion, and of Op- 
tatus his Follower, is the only Authority this 
learned Gentleman has been able to produce to 
maintain that . l e though adminiſtred 
in Ordinary Caſes, is to be eſteemed as valid. 
And why their Authority with Relation to Bap- 
tiſm ad miniſtred by Fews or Pagan, is not of as 
much Weight, I am yet to ſzek. And till I ſee 
ſome better Reaſons to alter my Judgment, I 
ſhall think their Opinion in neither of theſe Caſes 
is to be regarded, becauſe in one Caſe as well as 
the other, it is utterly without Precedent in the 
Primitive Church. And they have not appealed 
to the Senſe and Practice of the Church, in one 
Caſe more than in the other. 
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CHAP. il 
The Practice of the Modern Greeks and 


Muſcovites. 


Cannot ſay much to the Contents of this 

Chapter, having not Opportunity to conſult 
the Authors here cited by Mr. Bingham : Having 
none of them in my Study except Blaſtar, who is 
here owned to ſpeak of our Side of the Queſtion, 
Nor could I meet with any other of them in the 
excellent Library belonging to the Church of 
Canterbury. I am therefore contented to allow 
all that this learned Gentleman has pretended to 
prove, with Relation to the Practice of the Modern 
Greeks and Muſcovites, viz. That though there 
is great Variation in the Decrees of their Councils on 
this Subject, yet they have more generally agreed with 
the Latins ſo far, but no further, as ro allow the Bap- 
tiſm of Lay-men in Caſes of extreme Neceſſity. But 
where Lay-men have uſurped ſuch a Power in 
any ordinary Caſes, it does not appear that ſuch 


pretended Baptiſm was ever approved amongſt 


them, but on the Contrary it is manifeſt, that 
where ſuch pretended Baptiſms have been diſco- 
vered, the Perſons who had received it were a- 
gain initiated by the true Baptiſm of the Church, 
So that all that is pretended to be proved in this 
Chapter, will by no Means prove the Allowance 
of the pretended Baptiſms of our Diſſenters, to 
be agreeable to the Practice of the Modern Greeks 
and Muſcovites. | | 3 


CHAP. 
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CHAP. UW. 
The Practice of the Churches of the Refor- 
mation. 


( 1. EXT for the Churches of the Reæformati- 
on. I grant that, The Lutherans in al 
Nations allow of the Baptiſm of Lay-Perſons, Men and 
Women in Caſes of abſolute Neceſſity. , But then I 
muſt ſay as Mr. Bingham has ingenuouily done 
before me, That the Prattice and Rules of the Modern 
Greek Church, and Romaniſts, and Lutherans, 
which allow Midwives or any other Women to baptize 
in Caſes of Neceſſity, whatever other Grounds they may 
have to go upon, are not to be juſtified from the Rules 
and Canons of the ancient Church, ſince there are no ſuch 
to authorize the Practice. I may add, that their al- 
lowing Lay-men to baptize in ſuch Caſes, has-not 
tx been proved to be authorized by the general 
enſe and Practice of the ancient Church : Not- 
withſtanding ſome few, a very few of the Fa- 
thers, and one particular Provincial Council may 
ſeem to have been of that Opinion. 1 
§ 2. Mr. Bingham has here alſo proved, that 
Zuinglius differed but little from Luther upon this 
Point. But then as the Helvetick Churches differ- 
ed from their firſt Reformer Zuinglius on the Bap- 
tiſm pretended to be miniſtred by Women, fo 
for ought appears to the contrary, they might 
differ from him as to the pretended Baptiſm of 
Lay-men. RO {ES 
F 3. Calvin, as Mr. Bingham acknowledges, free- 
ly declares bis Mind againſt the Lawfulneſs of Lay- 
baptiſm in any Caſe whatſoever. But then he tells 


— — 
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us that, He does not peremptoriſy pronounce ſuch Bay. 
tiſms abſolutely null and void, but rather the contrayy, 
I will . ſhew that Calvin did pronounce 
ſuch Baptiſms to be ab/olurely null and void. 

+ In the Acts of the Synod of the French Re- 
ormed at Lions, 1563. we find this Article.“ We 
4 Miniſters and Doctors in the Church of Gene- 
6e va, accompanied with our Brethren, come 
c from the national Synod of Lyons, being met 
«© together in the Name of God, after we had 
« heard that Caſe of Conſcience propounded. to 
© us, whether Baptiſm adminiſtred by. private Perſons 
& without Office in the Church of God, ought to be 
& reiterated or not? Did unanimouſly declare this 
c our Judgment, That ſuch a Baptiſm did not 
© in any wile agree with the Inſticucion of our 
% Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and therefore conſequently 
* js of no Force, Power, Validity or Effect; and 
ce that the Child ought to be brought into the 
© Church of God there to be baptized : For to 
« ſeparate the Miniſtration of the Sacraments 
« from the Paſtors Office; tis as if one ſhould 
cc tear out a Seal to make uſe of it, without the 
c Commiſlion or Letters Patents, to which it 
© was affixed. And in this Caſe we muſt practiſe 
ec that Rule of our Lord, what God hath joyned to- 
© gether, les no Man put aſunder. This for, and in 


© the Name of all the Aſſembly, 105 | 
| John Calvin. 


* 


Beza and all the French reformed, Mr. Bing ham 
has ſhewed, were of the fame Opinion. I have 
alſo formerly obſerved the ſame in a Letter to 
Mr. 'L———, and ſaid upon it, Thot we may rea- 
fonably ſuppoſe, that all other reformed Churches, who 
| obſerve the ſame Diſcipline are of the ſame Opinion. By 


—_—__ 


— 


+ Quick's Synodicon, pag. 50, 3 5 
| which 
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which I meant all the Calvinitical Churches which 
were buile on the Geneva Plat-form, as the Re- 
formed French Church was. But if in this I have 
not expreſſed my ſelf fo accurately as I ought to 
have done, I beg Mr. Bingham's Pardon for it. 
And if what I then ſaid was all Seppoſition without 
Proof, yet I hope it is now a little — proved. 
For I have here ſhewed that the Church of Gene- 
va is of the ſame Opinion, and I proved in that 
Letter that our Presbyterians at Home maintain- 
ed the ſame Doctrine, and Mr. Bingham himſelf 
has ſhewn, that the Dutch have done the ſame, - 
and he has not offered to ſay, that the Scorch are 
not of the ſame Opinion. So that if what I ſaid 
was not accurate, however it does not appear to 
have been falſe, and the Proof that was then 
wanting has ſince appeared. | 
But then, ſays he, the Dutch Church it far from 
being all the Churches of the Reformation. Bur I never 
aſſerted that the Inwalidity of Lay-baptiſm was 
maintained by all the Churches of the Reforma- 
tion. Only that we might reaſonably ſuppoſe tbat 
all other reformed Churches who obſerved the ſame Di- 
cipline with the French Hugonots, that is, which 
were reformed, as they were, on the Geneva Plat- 
form, are of the ſame Opinion. However, he goes 
on, and ſays, The Zuinglians are a conſiderable 
Body ; The Lutherans are much more ſo ; being ſpread 
far and wide through many great and populous Nati- 
ons: And ſome of them are epiſcopal Churches too, 
which allow this Liberty in Caſes extraordinary 1 
Lay-men. But do they not alſo allow it to Mid- 
wives, or other Women in Caſes of Neceſſity, 
which Mr. Bingham himſelf owns, is not to be 
juſtified by any Precedent in the ancient Church? 
However he goes on, The Dutch and French 
Churches are reckoned by ſome of no Account, but un- 
eburched, becauſe they want Epiſcopacy, and conſe- 
| M quently 
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quenily true Ordinations and Chriſtian Sacraments in 
rbeir Opinion. But have we not the ſame Opini- 
on of the Zuinglians, and thoſe Lutherans which 
want Epifcopacy ? Or will this learned Gentle- 
man ſay, that true Ordinations and Chriſtian 
Sacraments, may be had without Epiſcopacy ? 
I am perſwaded he himſelf will not maintain any 
ſuch Doctrine. And am confident he can ne. 


ver ſhew it to be agreeable to the Senſe and Pra- 


ctice of the ancient Catholick Church, with 
which I know no Man better acquainted than 
himſelf. | 

But ſays he, What fipnifies their Teftimony in ſuch 
& Caſe, if aſſoon as they have delivered their Evidence 
about Chriſtian Baptiſm, they ſhall be caſbiered, and 
poſiti vely declared to be no Chriſtians? I will there- 
fore ſhew what their Evidence ſignifies. We 
may by this Means diſpute with them upon their 
own Principles. We may ſay to the forreign 
Reformed, and to our Presbyterians at Home, 
you all acknowledge Lay-baptiſm to be null and 
void ; therefore unleſs you prove your Ordinati- 
on to be valid, your Baptiſms according to your 
own received Doctrine, muſt be null and void. 
But fo long as we allow of their Baptiſms, they 
will conclude that we muſt, at leaſt, that we 
ought to allow of their Ordinations, becauſe it 
is their eſtabliſhed Principle, that where there is 
no Ordination, there can be no Baptiſm. 

$ 4 As to what he ſays of the Palatinate 


Churches, it ſeems according to him, that the 


Doctrine of the Validity of Lay-baptiſm, is not re- 
ceived as the publickly profeſſed Doctrine of that 
Body, but only of ſome of their Divines in ſome 
particular and extraordinary Caſes. But our 
main Controverſie relates to ordinary Cales. 
However, this being but the Opinion of ſom? 
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of their Divines, is not therefore to be laid down 
as the declared Doctrine of their Church, 

$ 5. Mr. Bingham comes in the laſt Place to 
conſider of the Practice of the Church of Ex- 
gland. In which he advances Nothing but what 
was ſaid ſome Time ago in a ſmall Pamphlet, 
called The Judgment of the Church of England, 
in the Caſe of Lay-baptiſm, and of Diſſenters Bap- 
tiſm: Which has been ſo well and fully anſwer- 
ed by Mr. L in a little Treatiſe, called, 
Diſſenters and other unauthorized Baptiſms null and 
woid, by the, Articles, Canons aud Rubricks of the 
Church of Englard, that I cannot but wonder that 
ſo learned and ingenuous a Gentleman as Mr. 
Bingham, ſhould repeat the very ſame Arguments 
again, without taking any Notice that they have 
been anſwered. I think he ſhould at leaſt have 
ſaid a Word or two, to ſhew the Inſufficiency of 
that Anſwer. Which ſince he has not done, 
that Treatiſe of Mr. L 's, may yet ſtand as 
a full Anſwer to every Thing advanced in this 
Section. All the Obſervation I ſhall further 
make on what he has here ſaid concerning the 
Practice of the Church of England, is, that he 
has attempted to prove no more, than that ſeve- 
ral great and eminent Men of this Church have 
declared, that though it is not lawful for Lay-men to 


| baptize, yet if they do baptize, the Baptiſm u valid, and 


ought not to be repeated. But this. is only the private 
Opinion of cheſe great Men, there is no Rubrick, 
Article or Canon of our Church, that declares 
any Thing like it. And it is to be alſo noted, 
that theſe great Men ſay the ſame of Baptiſm 
miniſtred by Women, which as I have before 
obſerved, Mr. Bingham himſelf grants, cannot be 
proved to have been ever allowed in the ancient 
Church to have been valid. Now whatever the 


Opinion of ſome private Men amongſt us, how 
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great ſoever, may have been heretofore, or may 
be at this Time, yet I can never perſwade my 
felf, that our Church can receive and maintain 
an Opinion, which has not the leaſt Pretence to 
any Countenance from the Senſe and Practice of 
the ancient Catholick Church. 

From the Whole I think it is manifeſt, that 
there is no Proof has been produced in this Scho- 
laſtical Hiſtory of Lay-baptiſm, which makes it clear. 
ly appear, that Lay baptiſm even in Caſes of extream 
Neceſſity, was ever approved or allowed by the ancient 
Catholick Church, but rather the contrary. That there 
* not the leaſt Colour to aſſert, that the ancient Ca- 
zbolick Church for four Centuries at leaſt, judged, that 
if 4 Lay-man did pretend to baptize, ſuch pretended 
Baptiſm ought to be eſteemed walid, ſo as the Perſon 
who bad received it, ſhould not be thought to need the 
true Baptiſm of the Church, but the contrary. And 
in the laſt Place, that al:bough the Moderns have 
been divided upon this Subject, and ſome eminent Mem- 
bers of the Church of England have maintained the 
Validity of Lay-baptiſm, yet this bas not yet been made 
appear to be the Senſe or Doctrine of the Church it ſelf, 
but the contrary. However, I ſubmit this and all 
other Doctrines I have publiſhed, to the Judg- 
ment of my Mother the Church of England, and 
mall yield a ready Obedience to what ſhe ſhall 
think fit to determine in her Provincial Synods. 
Errare poſſum, Hæręticus eſſe nolo. | 
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HE Right Reverend My Lord Biſhop of 
Oxford, in his late Charge 0 his Clergy, ha- 
ving thought convenient to Low his Dillike of 
the Doctrine maintained in the foregoing Trea- 
tiſe, together with ſome other Doctrines which 
I, as well as others, have lately aſſerted in Print, 
ſaying, that they ſawour too much of Popery, and 
bave no Countenance from our Church: And (though 
his Lordſhip has not thought fit to name me or a- 
ny one elſe as particularly maintaining theſe Do- 
ctrines, yet) foraſmuch as I have publickly main- 
tained them already, I think my ſelf therefore ob- 
liged, with all due Submiſſion to his Lordſhip, to 
give the Reaſon why I conceive that I am under 
no Obligation to retract them, notwithſtanding 
ſo great a Man has been pleaſed to declare him- 
ſelf of another Opinion. | 
His Lordſhip tells us, that he has not mentioned 
theſe Things as deſigning to enter into any Controverſy 
about them, further then to ſhew, that they have no 
Countenance np our Church, to whoſe Dottrines be 1 
rerſwading his Clergy to adhere. If therefore it 
appears, that theſe Doctrines are countenanced 
by the. Articles, Rubricks or Canons of our 
Church, I am according to his Lordſhips own 
Advice and Exhortation, to adhere to them. 
This then is the only Point to be conſidered. on 
this Occaſion, whether what I have maintained 
te agreeable to the declar'd Doctrine of our 
Church: Which I ſhall do by conſidering the * 
at . & N 1 . veral 


94 APPENDIX. 

veral Particulars, as his Lordſhip has ſtated them, 
her with the Reaſons he gives to induce uz 

to think them not countenanced by our Church. 

The firſt Thing his Lordſhip finds Fault with 
is, Aſſerting the Independency of the Church up- 
on the State; Which, he ſays, overthrows the Fun- 
dation upon which the Reformation proceeded ; is re- 

gnant to the 37th of our Articles, and the firſt and 
econd Canons of I603. All which teach and require 
an Acknowledgment of a Supremacy in the Crown, o- 
ver all Perſons, and in all Cauſes, as well Eccleſſaſti. 
cal as Civil. For how ſuch a Supremacy in the Crown 
can conſiſt with an Independency of the Church upon the 
Crown, tis not eaſie to comprebend. 

But if the Church have a /piritual Power, called 
uſually the Power of the Keys, and the Crown 
have no other than a civil Power, called alſo the 
Power of the Sword, and no ſuch ſpiritual Power as 
is veſted in the Church; then it is evident, that 
this ſpiritual Power is not derived from the Crown, 
becauſe the Crown has no ſuch Power, and con- 
ſequently is Independent of it: Yet even ſpiti- 
tual Cauſes, and ſpiritual Perſons, may be never- 
theleſs ſubje to the civil Power of the Crown, 
and actually are ſo. Thus the Crown may 
judge ſpiritual Perſons, and for ſpiritual Cauſes 
roo, by the civil Authority, but not by the Spi- 
ritual. So Feſtus an Heathen Magiftrate judged 
S. Paul a ſpiritual Perſon, on the Account of his 
Doctrine, a ſpiritual Cauſe : And that Apoſtle de- 
clared, that“ he food at Cæſar: Judgment Seat, 
where he ought to be Fudged, And yet this very 
Apoſtle writing to the F Corinthians, declares that 
be had an Authority which the Lord bad given him 
for Edification, and not for Deſtruct ion. This Au- 
*thority then, whikh the Lord gave him, which 
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therefore he plainly held Independent on the ci- 
vil Magiſtrate, is that ſpiritual Authority which 
is now aſſerted to be veſted in the Church, and 
wuſt be now Independent on the Crown, as it 
was then, ſince it is derived from the Lord, and 
not from the civil Magiſtrate. And as this was 
not inconſiſtent with the Magiſtrate's civil Au- 
thority over all Perſons, and in all Cauſes then, 
(for S. Paul, as T have ſhewed, owned that Autho- 
rity) neither is it ſo now. So that according to 
the Scriptures, the Supremacy of the Crown is 
rery conſiſtent with the Independency of the 
Church, and is, as I take it, eaſie enough to be 
comprehended. That it is alfo agreeable to our 
Articles and Canons, even thoſe his Lordſhip has 
cited, is no leſs manifeft. The Words of the 37th. 
Article are theſe, Where we attribute to the Queen 8 
Majeity the chief Government, — We give not to 
our Princes the miniſtring either of God's Word, or 

the Sacraments; But that only Prerogative whi 

we ſee to bave been given always to all godly Princes 
in Holy Scriptures by God himſelf, that is, that they 
ſhould rule all Eſtates and Depr 


ees committed to their 
Charge by God, whether they be Eccleſiaſtical or Tempo- 
ral, ond. reſtrain with the civil Sword, the ſtubbern 
and evil Doers. Here the Miniſtring the Word and 
Sacraments, that is, the Power to miniſter them, 
conſequently the whole Power of the Keys (for 
thoſe who have the Power to miniſter the Word 
and Sacraments independently, muſt have the 
Right and Authority to judge who are to be 
admitted to, or excluded from them) is plainly 
renounced by the Crown in this Article, and 
conſequently is a Power independent on the 
Crown. And this Power ſo plainly aſſerted in 
this Article, is all that is maintained by thoſe 
who aſſert, that the Church is independent on the 
State; And if what this Article fo clearly _— 
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is not eaſie to be comprehended, I ſhould be 
glad if his Lordſhip would be ſo kind as to ex- 
plain it to us, and give us ſome Reaſons why it 
is not to be underſtood in this plain and obyi. 
ous Senſe. The firſt Canon only obliges us to 
maintain the regal Supremacy againſt all foreign 
Powers: But I hope the ſpiritual Power of our 
own Biſhops, is not a foreign Power. The ſe. 
cond Canon requires us to acknowledge th; 
Queen s Majeſty, to have the ſame Authority in Cau- 
fes Eccleſiaſtical, that the godly Kings had among the 
Jews, and Chriſtian Emperors in the primitive Church, 
But I have not found that any of theſe godly 
Kings or Emperors, ever exerciſed any ſpiritual 
Authority, or pretended that ſuch Authority was 
derived from them, to thoſe that, exerciſed it 


within their Dominions. Therefore to ſay, that 


the Church has an Authority independent on the State, 
is not, as I conceive, an Aſſertion that is in any 
Point contrary to this Canon. Since therefore 
this Aſſertion of the Independency of the Church upon 
the State, as to its pure ſpiritual Powers, is ſo a. 
greeable to our 37th Article, and ſo plainly 
there taught, and is not diſagreeable to any of 
our Canons, I cannot yet be perſwaded that it /a- 
vours any Thing of Popery, or has received no Counte- 
nance from our Church. | IP 
The next Point condemned by his Lordſhip, 
is the Aſſerting a proper Sacrifice in rhe Sacrament of 
the Lord's Supper; bow conſiſtently, ſays he, with the 
3iſt Article, and with the Office for the Communion, 
and the Opinions of our beſt Divines, in their contro- 
verſial Writings againſt the Church of Rome, upon 
tbe Doctrine of the Sacrifice of the Maſs ; I ſhall leave 
you to determine by comparing them together. | 
The 31ft Article is in theſe Words, The Offer- 
ing of Chriſt once made, is that perfect Redemption, 
Propitiation, and Satisfaction fer all the Sins of * 
| _ : 2 6 6 
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whole World, both Original and Actual, and there is 
nm other Satisfaction for Sin, but that alone. Whert- 
fore the Sacrifices of Maſſes, in the which it was com- 
monly ſaid, that the Prieſts did offer Chriſt for the 
Ouick and the Dead, to have Remiſſion of Pain or 
Guilt, were blaſphemous Fables, and dangerous Deceits. 
But do thoſe that aflert a proper Sacrifice in the Eu- 
chariſt, pretend that Chriſt himſelf is there offer- 
ed in his own Body, as he is ſaid to be in the Sa- 
crifices of the Maſſes? Or that the Sacrifice of 
the Euchariſt is a Satisfaction for Sin? If they do 
not, how do they fay any Thing which is not 
conſonant to this Article ? And as this Aﬀertion 
of a proper Sacrifice in the holy Euchariſt, is not 
contrary to any Thing contained in this Article, 
ſo it is moſt agreeable to what is contained in the 
Office for the holy Communion, where in the 
Prayer after Receiving, the Memory or Comme- 
moration of Chriſt's Death is called a Sacrifice, a 
Sacrifice of Praiſe and Thankſgiving ; a Sacrifice repre- 
ſentative of that one and only expiatory Sacri- 
fice which Chrif once offered for us all: The 
whole Communicants beſeeching God to grant, that 
by the Merits and Death ef his Son Jeſus Chriſt, 
and through Faith in bis Blood, they and the whole 
Church may obtain Remiſſion of their Sins, and all o- 
ther Benefits of his Paſſion : And preſent unto the Lord 
themſelves, their Souls and Bodies, to be a reaſonable, 
boly and lively Sacrifice unto him: And howſoever, as 
they moſt humbly do acknowledge, rhey are unworthy 
through their manifold Sins, to uffer to him any Sacri- 
fice, yet they beſeech bim to accept that their bounden 
Duty and Service. In which laſt Words, as Dr. Hey- 
len well obſerves, that preſent Service which they 
do to Almighty God, according to their houn- 
** — — —ͤ — 
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den Duties, in celebrating the , perpetual Memory 
_Chrilt's precious Death, and the Oblation of them- 
ſelves, and with themſelves the Sacrifice of Praiſ: 


and Thankſgiving,, in due Acknowledgment of 
the Benefits and Comforts by his Death received, is 


| humbly offered unto God, for, and as a Sacri- 


fice, and publickly avowed for ſuch, as from the 


Tenor and Coherence of the Words does plainly 


appe 
As to the 


ar. 


Opinions of our beſt Divines in their 
controverſial Writings againſt the Church of 
Rome, which his Lordſhip deſires us to compare, 


and fo determine, Iwill produce ſome of them 
in Obedience to his Lordſhip's Commands. Arch- 
biſhop * Cranmer in Defence of his fifth Book a. 


" 


.** tween the Sacrifice Propitiatory made by Chrif 
* himſelf only, and the Sacrifice Commemorative 
« and gratulatory made by the Prieſts and Peo- 
cc ple. Biſhop f Morton in his Treatiſe of the Ro- 

:miſh Sacrifice, calls the Eucbariſt a Repreſentative and 

. Commemorative Sacrifice, in as plain Words as can 


. be. 


L dinal 


— 


gainſt Gardiner, diſtinguiſheth moſt clearly 


1 
on _- 
2 - 
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be ag. 439. * Lib. 6. = 5. by Cap. 8, 


© he. 


Biſhop 4ndrews alſo in his Anſwer to Car- 
| Peron lays, *© The Eucbariſt ever was, and 
js by us conſidered both as a Sacrament, and 2s 
a Sacrifice, A Sacrifice is proper and appliable 
only to Divine Worſhip, The Sacrifice of Chriſt's 

© Death, did ſucceed to the Sacrifices of the Old 
_ & Teſtament ; which being prefigured in thoſe 
ec Sacrifices before his Coming, hath ſince. his 
Coming been celebrated per Sacramentum Me- 
. moria, by a Sacrament of Memory as S. Au- 
* tin calls it. Thus alſo in his Anſwer to Car. 
dinal 4 Bellarmine, he ſays, Tollite de Miſſa Tranſul. 
ſtantiationem veſtram, nec diu nobiſcum lis erit de Sa- 
— — 


criffcio, 
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erificio, &c. Take from the Maſs your Tanſab- 
© fantiation, and we will have no Difference 
* with you about the Sacrifice. The Memory of a 
& Sacrifice we acknowledge willingly, and the 
© King grants the Name of Sacrifice to have been 
«© frequent with the Fathers. As Biſhop An- 
drews wrote at King James the Firſt's Com- 
mand againſt Cardinal Bell/armine ; ſo Iſaac Caſau- : 
len wrote by the ſame King's Direction to Car- 
dinal Peron, to expreſs that King's Mind to him, 
h of where he affirms that Vereres Eccleſiæ Patres, &c. 
pate, © That the ancient Fathers of the Church did 
them acknowledge one only Sacrifice in the Chriſti- 
urch-& an Church, which did ſucceed in the Place 
Ok 4. © of all thoſe Sacrifices in the Law of Moſes. ” 
" be-W And if it ſucceeded thoſe Sacrifices, then muſt it 
Chrif de as proper @ Sacrifice, as any of thoſe were. All 
ative ¶ theſe Paſſages are taken only from the controver/ial 
Peo- Writings of our beſt Divines againſt the Church of 
© Re- Rome, according to his Lordſhip's Direction. And 
and think it is evident that all theſe Divines, viz, 
can Archbiſhop Cranmer, Biſhop Morton and Biſhop 

Car- Andrews, who muſt be acknowledged to have 
and been as ſhining Lights, as any this Church has 

1d 35 produced, have in their Controverſies with the 
able | Advocates for the Church of Rome, aſſerted the 
rift's Y Euchariſt to be a proper Sacrifice in as clear and 
Old plain Terms, as any of the modern Advocates 

hole for the Eucharifica Sacrifice. And although Iſaac 
his Coſaubon, nor King James the Firſt, cannot pro- 
Ae: perly be called Divines, yet all the Divines of 

AY their Time paid a great Deference to their Judg- 

Dat. ments in Matters of Divinity: And perhaps few 
Il. Divines ever underſtood 2 better _ Ca- 
Se. ſaubop did. But if to theſe Teſtimonies of our 
_ ors Controverſial Divines, we ſhould add the Te- 
ma a Na ſtimonies 
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ſtimonies of the Fathers before Popery was known 
in the World, and of our other learned Divines 
ſince. the Reformation, who have. treated of the 
Euchariſt, one might ſoon fill a Volume. And 
what the Fathers of the Primitive Church una- 
nimouſliy held with Relation to this Point, is to 
be eſteemed the Doctrine of the Church of Ex. 
gland: For in the ſecond Part of rhe Homily of the 
Sacraments we are taught, that, this Lord's 
Supper is in ſuch wiſe to be done and mini- 
ce ſtred, as our Lord and Saviour did and com- 
© manded it to be done, as his holy Apoſtles u- 
© ſed it, and the good Fathers in the Primitive 
© Chprch frequented it. Therefore if the Fa- 
thers of the Primitive Church frequented it as 
a proper Sacrifice, as it has been abundantly pro- 
ved by Dr. Hicks, Dr. Potter and others, that they 
did, then is it a proper Sacrifice, according to the 
Doarine of our Church. NV 
The third Point which his Lordſhip. cautions 
againſt, is, aſſerting the Neceſſity of ſacerdotal 
Abſolution, for Remiſſion of the. Sins, even of | thoſe 
that are Penitent 5 and that. the Penitent according to 
tbe Chriſtian Covenant, cannot expeti Remiſſion with- 
out this. ſacerdotal Abſolution, as a Condition ordinarily 
neceſſary 3 That Repentance and Converſion cannot blot 
out Sins Without it. 65 
His Lordſhip in theſe Words refers, as I rea- 
ſonably ſuppoſe to a Paſſage or two in my Ser- 
mon on Remiſſion of Sins. There indeed (pag. 34.) 
J have ſaid that our Repentance and Conver/ion cannot 
lot out our Sins. But I conceive this is ſuch a 
Truth as the Biſhop himſelf cannot deny, for the 
Reaſon I have there given, Becauſe the Pardon 
end Forgiveneſs it ſelf is no At Fl oms, but of God 
en. And will his Lordſhip fay ic is not ſo? I 
| "ITE Sewn, 1 . 6 , 1 * 7 believe 
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believe he will not. The other Paſſage I ſup- 
pole may be this (pag. 37.) © Conſider with your 
« ſelves that barely to abſtain from the Polluti- 
cc ons. and Corruptions of the World, and to pray 
& to God never ſo heartily, ſaying, Lord have 
& Mercy upon me 4 Sinner, is not ſufficient, ac- 
© cording to the Promiſes of God, to pardon 
« your Sins: It may qualify you to receive Par- 
“ don, but it does not actually pardon you, 
e though you joyn to it never fo full a Truſt and 
©. Confidence in the Merits of Jeſus Chriſt: But 
© thoſe Merits, and this Pardon muſt be applied 
« to. you, in the Way that he has preſcribed in 
© his Holy Goſpel, by the Miniſtry of thoſe to 
% whom. he has given Power on Earth, to remit 
“ Sins by Abſolutios and the Miniftration of the 
Holy Sacraments, We cannot ſay that God will 
“ not forgive Sins any other. Way but this: He 
« may forgive even as he pleaſes himſelf, But 
& this 1s the Way that he has preſcribed in his 
© Goſpel, and therefore howſoever he may re- 
e mit the Sins of. ſuch as have not the Opportu- 
© nity to make uſe of theſe Means of Grace, 
© we have no Reaſon to think he will be merciful 
© tothoſe who flight or deſpiſe them. Theſe are 
my Words, which 1 conceive are very agreeable 


to the Docttine of our Church, notwithſtanding 


his Lordſhip is pleaſed to ſay, | | 
' This indeed is agreeable to the Doctrine of the Church 
of Rome, but where does our Church teach it, or re- 
quire it in any of her Offices * In our daily Service, f- 
ter the general Confeſſion there is a general Declaratory 
Abſolution pronounced by the Prieft ; and after the ge- 
weral Confeſſion in the Communion· Ser vice, a Pre 

one by the Prieſt or Biſhop being preſent : And theſe are 
all that we find in the ordinary Services of the Church. 


And 
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And is not this ſofficient to ſhew the Opinion 
of our Church in this Caſe ? Does not the Church 
by annexing an Abſolution to each of theſe Con- 
feflions ſhew, that ſhe eſteems them both equally 
neceſſary ? Or will his Lordſhip ſay, theſe are 
mot Sacerdotal Abſolutions ? That feerns to be what 
his Lordſhip aims at, by his calling the one Decla- 
ratory, and the other Precatory: And by adding in 
the next Paragraph theſe Words, Indeed in the Office 
for the Viſitation of the Sick, there is 4 particular 
Abſolution in the jadicial Forms 5 but then the Rubrick 
that diretts it runs thus : © Here ſhall the ſick Per- 
* fon be moved to make a ſpecial Confeflion of 
„ his Sins, if he feel his Conſcience troubled 
© with any weighty Matter; and the Prieſt ſhall 
« abſolve him if he humbly and heartily deſire it, 
« after this Sort. Here then we may obſerve, that 
this - ſpecial Confeſſion" is not required but only recommen- 
ded ; and that not 2 nor in all Caſes, but only 
Suppoſition that the Sick Perſon feel his Conſcience 
troubled with any weighty Matter. Nor is it ſaid ab. 
folutely, that the Prieſt ſhall abſolve him in this Sort, 
/ nt 5 de ſhall do it only in that Caſe, if the Sick 
Per/on bambly and heartily defire it. 

But have Lany where ſaid, that this particular 
Form of ſacerdotal Abſolution is neceſſary 2 Or has 
any one elſe ſaid it? The moſt that I have aſ- 
ſerted is, the ordinary general Neceſſity of ob- 
taining Pardon by the Miniſtry of the Prieſt : 
But I have no where particularly reſtrained this 
Pardon to any particular Form of Words. It 
may be Declaratory, Precatory or Judicial, provided 
' it be Sacerdotal, I know no Difference: I have 
thewed in my Anſwer to Dr. Cannon, that they are 
all equally Authoritative : And our Church is, I 
conceive, of the fame Opinion, having ordered 
all theſe ſeveral Forms of Abſolution to be pro- 
bas. nounced 


. 


ed in it. And hope 
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nounced by the Prieſt alone. And the Church 
plainly ſhews alſo that ſhe thinks ſome Kind of 
Sacerdotal Abſolution ordinarily neceſſary for ob- 
taining Pardon and Forgiveneſs, ſince ſhe has 
taken ſuch Care, that no Perſon who. frequents 
the daily Service and the Holy Communion ſhall 
want the Benefit of Sacerdotal Abſolution if they be 
truly Penitent. And I am perſwaded that even 
his Lordſhip will not judge a Perſon to be truly 
Penitent, who wilfully neglects the daily Service 
of the Church and the Holy Communion, when 
he has Opportunity ; or will not there humbly 
and heartily confeſs his Sins in General according 
as the Church has appointed, and humbly and de- 
voutly receive the Declaration of God's Pardon 
pronounced by the Prieſt. How then can it be 
ſaid, that the Church does not require Sacerdotal 
Abſolution in any of her Offices, ſince neither the 
daily Service of the Church nor the Holy Com- 


munion can be celebrated without it, according 


to our Liturgy ? Neither is particular Abſolution, 
as his Lordſhip ſeems to intimate, recommended 
by the Church, only in the Office for viſiting the 
Sick; for it is recommended alſo as very expedi- 
ent in ſome Caſes before the Receiving the Holy 
Communion. However, I have no where main- 


tained that particular Abſolution is ordinarily neceſ- 


ſary, though it may be ſo in ſome Caſes. _ 
What his Lordſhip ſays more on this Head is 
only a Recapitulation of what he ſaid before, and 
therefore I conceive needs no particular Anſwer, 
ſince I have already replyed to all that is contaig- 
A I have ſhewn that this Do- 
ctrine of Abſolution, as well as the two Former, of 
the Independency of the Church, and the proper Sacri- 


fice in the Euchariſt, are very agreeable to the Ar- 


ticles, nens, Rubricks FA vr Church, 
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Church. And being ſo, I cannot think that they 
favour/ too much of Popery, as Popery ſignities 
the Corruptions of the Church of Rome abſtracted 
from what they hold in common with our own 
Church, and the truly Catholick and Primitive 
Church of Chrif. It would be eaſy enough to 
defend and maintain all theſe Doctrines, by the 
unanimous Conſent and Suffrage of the truly 
Primitive Church before Popery was known in 
the World; but foraſmuch as his Lordſhip declines 
entring into any Controverſy about theſe Matters, 
further than to enquire whether they are coun- 
tenanced by our Church or not, I have kept my 
ſelf within thoſe Bounds, and hope I have given 
fers Reaſons why I conceive they are very plain- 
y and expreſly countenanced by our Church, to 
whoſe Doctrines according to his Lordſhip's Ex- 
hortation, I am by the Grace of God ſtedfaſtly 
purpoſed to adhere. HS oF 
The next and laſt Point whici his Lordſhip 
Cautions againſt is not, I ſuppoſe, charged by 
him as favouring of Popery, ſince the very Do- 
crine which his Lordſhip defends, is the pro- 
feſſed Doctrine of the Church of Rome. And 
this is the validity and Nullity of Baptiſm admini- 
Fred by Perſons not epiſcopally ordained. This is a Do- 
&rine, his Lordſhip fays, that does at once unchriſtian 
all the reformed Churches abroad, even thoſe bleſſed Mar- 
yrs amongſt them, who bave been baptized in their 
0991 Blood, laid down their liver for the Goſpel, and 
gloriſſed God by their Deaths, of whom the World 
was not worthy ; and all thoſe glorious Confeſſors, 
who are ſtill bearing their Teftimony to the Truth, as 
it is in Jeſus, in Galleys and Dungeons. How contrary to 
this wncharitable Doctrine, z that Chriſtian Declarati- 
on of that learned Body the Univerſity of Oxford, in 
rbe excellent Letter *which they ſent, not many Nears 
Face, rd Geneva ? Alienif- 
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Alieniſſimum eſt a noſtra Charitate Eccleſias 
illas reformatas, quæ includabili neceſſitatis lege 
adactæ a Primævo Epiſcopalis regiminis forma, 
haud ſponte ſua receſſerunt, tanquam legitimis 
Paſtoribus, aut Sacramentis rite adminiſtratis ri- 
gida nimis cenſura damnare. * 
How many thouſands of our own Church muſt this 
Doctrine uncbriſtian, from the Reformation, down' to 
the Reign of King James the Firſt ? all which Time 
even Lay- Baptiſm was allowed in Caſe of Neceſſnty. 
© "This is very good Declamation, and may tend 
to move the Paſſions, but I conceive can move 
no Bodies Reaſon or Judgment. Is a Doctrine to 
be eſteemed falſe or uncharicable, becauſe Mul- 
titudes may be involved in the Conſequences of 
it? Becauſe we our ſelves, our Fathers or our 
Children, nay many Nations ad Countries muſt 
be in a moſt deplorable Condition if it be true? 
If ſuch Argument as this be Reaſon ſufficient to 
make us conclude a Doctrine falſe and uncharita- 
ble, then was the Chriſtian Religion it ſelf in the 
Time of our Saviour and his Apoſtles, the moſt falſe 
uncharitable Religion then in the World: For by 
its Conſequences 1t put all Mankind into a State 
of Damnation except the Profeſſors of it; and 
in thoſe Days they were but a little Flock, Nay 
at this Rate, even at this very Time, it may be 
thought falſe and uncharitable to preach Salvati- 
on by Chriſt alone. For what vaſt Nations of 
Mahometan's and Gentiles does this Doctrine ex- 
elude from the State of Salvation? How many 
hundred Millions of Men, many of which live 
excellent Lives, are true and juſt in their Dealings, 
devout in their Way, and who in a Word may 
ſhame the beſt Chriſtians, does this Docttine ex- 
clude from Salvation? But is it therefore a falls 
uncharitable Doctrine? To teach that neither 
b 61. > _ Drunk. 
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Drunkards, Fornicators, Cheats, Liars, Swear- 
ers, Cr. ſhall inherit the Kingdom of God, is a 
Doctrine that involves many, even of our own 
Church in its Conſequences: But is it therefore 
falſe and uncharitable-? Or would it be charita- 
ble Chriſtian Doctrine, to tell ſuch Men they may 
be ſaved without Repentance? Is not the trueſt 

harity in all ſuch Caſes as theſe, to ſhew Men 
the Error of their Ways, to tell them the Danger 
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they are in, and to exhort them to forſake their 


Sins, that ſo Iniquity may not be their Ruin? So 
in this Caſe of Lan- baptiſm, the Truth of the Do- 
ctrine is not to be judged by the Number or Con- 
dition of the Perſons involved. in the Conſequen- 
ces of it, was all the World to be unchriſt ianed 
by it, that would not make it falſe, and conſe- 
9 not uncharitable, if it be the Doctrine of 
he Scriptures. And even thoſe very Martyrs 
and. Confeſſors his Lordſhip ſpeaks of, aſſert the 
Invalidity of Lay-baptiſm as ſtrongly as any of us 
have done: As I could eaſily prove from ſeveral 
Decrees of the Reformed Galican Church, in many 
of their National: Synods. The only Difference 
betwixt them and us in this Point, relates to the 
Neceſſity of Epiſcopal Ordination : And in this par- 
ticular we have undoubtedly the Opinion of the 
Church of England clear of our Side, which al- 


lows no Orders to be valid which are not Epiſ- 


copal. 2 | 4 b 115 
But his Lordſhip intimates, that the Univerſi- 
ty of Oxford in their excellent Letter have not 
condemned either their Sacraments or their Or- 
ders. But I conceive, that venerable Body, in 
that. very Letter, ſhews that it could not approve 
of them: All they ſay, is that they do not with too 
ſevere @ Cenſure altogether condemn them. All Ithink 


can be inferred from thence, is that the Univer- 


try 
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fity thought, and ſo do I too, that God may ac- 
cept what they do with a good Intention for 
want of Ability or Opportunity, or Knowledge 
how to do better: And though they have nei- 
ther real Orders nor Sacraments, yet tis poſſible 
he may be gracious to them, and we will not 
judge them, but leave them to ſtand or fall at the 
Jadgment-ſeat of Chriſt. | . 
His rants next obſerves, that though King 
James the Firſt, in the Conference at Hampton- 
Court, cauſed the Rubric for private Baptiſm to be al- 
tered, ſo as to require the Adminiſtrator to be a lawful 


Miniſter : Yet even then he expreſſed his utter diſliks, 


of re-baptizing thoſe whom Laicks or Women had bap- 


tized. But (as the Author of the Pamphlet called, 
* The Judgment of the Church of England iz the Caſe 
off Lay-baptiſm, &c. has very well obſerved, that) 
what his Majeſty ſaid againſt re-baptizing ſuch bas had 


' \before been baptized by Laicks, is inconſiſtent with what 
be ſaid of the Neceſſity of being baptized by a lawful 
Miniſter. Since then his Majeſty on this Occaſi- 
on gave two Opinions inconſiſtent with them- 


ſelves, and- one of theſe was received by the 
Church, and put into the Rubrick, and- after- 
wards confirmed both. by Convocation and Parli- 
ament : Is it not plain which of theſe Opinions 
we ought to follow? We cannot be bound to 
hold ewo inconſiſtent Opinions. Now the Ru- 
brick was not altered, becauſe his' Majeſty 
thought thoſe who were baptized by Laicks or 
Women ought not to be re-baptized, but becauſe 
he thought Baptiſm by a lawful Miniſter ab/olute- 
ly Neceſſary: We are therefore to be guided by 
the Rubrick as founded on this Opinion, and not 
by the other Opinion of the King and Biſhops, 


hy PR.” — 
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which was inconſiſtent with it, and neither pro- 
moted or hindred that Alteration. - Since there. 
fore the Rubrick which till this Conference at 
Hampton - Court, A.D.1603. was commonly thought 
to allow, or at leaſt permit Lay-Baptiſm in Caſe 
of Neceſſity, was then altered and none permit- 
ted to baptize, even in Caſe of great Cauſe and Ne- 
ceſſity (as it is expreſſed in the Rubrick before the 
Office for private Baptiſm) but only the lawful 
. Miniſter, it is plain from this Judgment of the 
Church ſo clearly declared in this Rubrick, that 
jt is better a Child ſhould die without Baptiſm, 
than that a Lay-Perſon ſhould undertake to bap- 
tize it. For as the Author of the * Judgment of 
the Church of England argues very rightly, 1s it as 
well for a Child to die unbaptized, as baptized by 4 
Laick whoſe Baptiſm muſt not be Reiterated ? But the 
Church by this Rubrick has plainly declared it 
her Opinion, that only the lawful Miniſter ſhall 
baptize even in Caſe of great Cauſe and Neceſſity, 
and this Rubrick was made to prevent Lay-mens 
attempting it in ſuch Caſes : Men, as that Author 
further obſerves, may make Premiſes if they wil, 
bur Conſequences make © themſelves. Now the 
Church has made the Premiſes, and declared that 
«ven in Caſe of great Neceſſity, Baptiſm muſt be mi- 
niſtred by a Lawful Miniſter and not by any Lay- 
Lois for that was the Reaſon why the Words 
lawful Miniſter were added to the Rubrick. If 
zben, az that Author goes on very well, Baptiſm be 
abſolutely neceſſary from a Lawful-Hand, and a Lay- 
Hand be not a Lawful Hand, then Lay-baptiſm « 
not the Baptiſm that ij abſolutely neceſſary : It muſt 
therefore be bad from a Hand that is lawful. Now it 
matters not whether the King or the Biſhops with 
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him allowed theſe Conſequences or not: The 
Premiſes were put into the Liturgy, and are now 
the declared Doctrine of our Church, and the 
Conſequences make themſelves. If the King and 
Biſhops held Conſequences inconſiſtent with theſe 
Premiſes, they did not however put thoſe Con- 
ſequences into the Rubrick, therefore we are not 
at all concerned with thoſe inconſiſtent Conſe- 
quences, but we are with the Premiſes, which 
are eſtabliſhed both by the Laws of Church 
and State, and muſt ftick to the Conſequences 
which naturally flow from them, and not tothoſe 
which are inconſiſtent with them. So that had 
we e more than this Rubrick to direct us, 
we might ſay that we have the Countenance of 
our Church to aſſert, that Baptiſm not adminiſtred 
by a lawful Miniſter is invalid and null. And foraſ- 
much as our Church allows none to be a lawful 
Miniſter but one Epiſcopally ordained, we are al- 
ſo countenanced by the Church to aſſert the In- 
validity and Nullity of A adminiſtred by Perſons 
not Epiſcopally ordained. I might further ſhew, that 
the Articles and Canons of our Church, as well as 
this Rubrick, do plainly countenance this Do- 
ctrine, but that has been ſo fully done already by 
the worthy and judicious Author of Lay- Baptiſm 
Invalid in his Book entituled, Diſſenters and other 
unauthorized Baptiſms null and void 2 the Articles, 
Canons and Rubricłs of the Church of England, that 

J ſhall refer the Reader to that excellent Book. 
As to what-his Lordſhip ſays of King James the 
Firſt's Children being baptized by Miniſters, who 
bad only Presbyterian Orders in Scotland, if it be 
true, it is I conceive nothing to the Purpoſe : 
For if that King's Children were not baptized 
by one epiſcopally Ordained, the Doctrine it ſelf is 
neither to be proved true or falſe by ſuch an Ar- 
gument, But although che Presbyterian Go- 
| 2 vernment 
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rernment was at that Time ſettled in Scotland, 
does it therefore follow, that there were no 
Miniſters in that Kingdom epiſcopally Ordained, 
or that the King's Children might not be bapti- 
zed by one epiſcopally Ordained? We know that 
Presbytery is at this Time eſtabliſhed in that 
Part of Great Britain, and yet there are a great 
many there who have been epiſcopally Ordained; 
and can any Man ſay that it was not ſo then? 
Then his Lordſhip proceeds to argue upon the 
Topick of Perſons who had not been bapted by 
one epiſcopally Ordained, being admitted into Holy 
Orders, and the Conſequences proceeding from 
ſuch Ordinations, which he ſays muſt leave Peo- 
ple under great Perplexities. i 
The Force of his Lordſhips Argument, if I 
apprehend it right, is this,- an unbaprized Perſon 
cannot baptize, although he have been epiſco- 
pally Ordained, or Commiſſioned for that Pur- 
poſe. * Therefore if I am not ſatisfied that the 
. Perſon who baptized one, was himſelf epiſco- 
pally baptized, as well as epiſcopally ordained, 
© vr be ſure I am truly baptized. But in 
anſwer to this, the Writers againſt Lay-baptiſm 
Have no where maintained any ſuch Doctrine, 
they have never ſaid, that the Want of Baptiſm 
in the Adminiſtrator of that Sacrament invali- 
dates his Miniſtrations, if he have received the 
Commiſſion : And the Aſſertors of the Invalidity 
of Lay-baptiſm are not anſwerable for a Conſe- 
quence which cannot be drawn from any Poſi- 
tions or Premiſes which are not to be found in 
their Writings. His Lordikip intimates indeed, 
that if one epiſcopally Ordained, was invalidly 
baptized, all che Baptiſms he has made, muſt be 
null and void ini themſelves ; I utterly deny the 
Poſitton, and declare that I do nor think the 
Want of Baptiſm nullifies holy Orders. For I 
2 | ; ee 
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ſee no Reaſon why it ſhould, be more neceſſary; 
for a Man to be, baptized himſelf, before: he can 
be capable to baptize another, than for 3. Man 
to be married himſelf, before he can mary ano- 
ther. It is not the Man's Baptiſm, but it is his 
Commiſſion which qualifies him to baptize, As 
his on Baptiſm / 4 him no Commiſſion to 
baptize another, ſo neither is his Commiſſion to 
haptize another, invalidated by his own, Want 
of Baptiſm. For theſe. are Things of a different 
and diſtinct Nature. The Baptiſm which a Man 
has received, being no Part of his Commiſſion, 
nor the Commiſſion any Part of his Baptiſm > 
His Baptiſm js given him as a Means of his own 
Salvation; His Commiſſion, to empower him to 
be a means to ſave others. And S. Paul * plain- 
ly enough intimates, that a Man may be an In- 
ment to ſave others, although himſelf ſhould: 

be a Caſt- away. 52 10 
And as St. Paul out of his great Humility, 
thought ict poſſible that this might be his own Caſe, 
ſo, that which Lam now pleading for, actually was 
his Caſe; for he was validly ordained, before he 
was baptized; and that immediately by Chriſt 
himſelf, who f called him by a Voice from Hea- 
ren, appearing to him in that manner to make 
him a Miniſter. Therefore he * calls himſelf an 
Apoſtle not of Men, neither by Man, but. by 
Jeſus Chriſt, an evident Teſtimony that this was 
the only Ordination he received, and that 
he never was Ordained by any of the Apo- 
ſtles; for if he had, he would have been an A- 
poſtle by Man, though not of Man. This then 
was manifeſtly the ſole Ordination he received, 
and this was three Days before his Baptiſm, as 
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112 4 PEN D IX. 
is manifeſt from the Hiſtory of this Matter; 
It is true indeed, that he did not execute his 
Commiſſion till after he was baptized, yet when 
he did exerciſe the Apoſtolical Office, tis mani- 
feſt that he did it by Virtue of the Commiſſion 
he received before his Baptiſm? For we find bim 
executing bis Office without any new Ordination, hieb 
57 be would not have done, if bis firſt Ordina- 
tion had been null and void for want of a previous 
Baptiſm. Tbu I conceive is a demonſtrative Argu- 
ment, that the Want of Baptiſm does not render 
an Ordination null and void: For as to St. Paul, 
either his Ordination was null before his Baptiſm, 
or it was valid: If it was null, how could his 
Baptiſm give it Validity, that is, How could Bap- 
tiſm alone give a Commiſſion to him, who had 
it not before ? If it was valid before, what could 
his Baptiſm add to it as to its Eſſence? Certain- 
ly Nothing. He therefore received Baptiſm for 
his'own perſonal Benefit, and * to waſh away his 
Sins; but not to enable him to miniſter that Sa- 
crament to others. If it ſhould be ſaid this was 
an extraordinary Caſe, and not to be drawn in- 
to Example, I readily grant it: Nor would I 


on any Account have a Man ordained, before 


he has been baptized ; however, I conceive if 
ſuch a Thing ſhould happen, this isTvfficient to 
ſhew that the Ordination is not therefore null. 
And if the Ordination, that is, the Commiſſion 
be good and valid, then all Acts perform'd by 
virtue of that Commiſſion are valid alſo, not- 
withſtanding they are performed before Baptiſm, 
ſince Baptiſm can add no Validity to the Com- 
miſſion; and if it cannot add to it, neither can 
the Want of Baptiſm detract from it. But for 
further Satisfaction in this Point, I refer the 
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Reader to the excellent Treatiſe called Lay. bap 
tiſm invalid, (Edit. 3. pag. 128, &c.) a Book, 
which though many are angry at, yet none has, 
or I believe can return any ſolid Anſwer to. Di- 
vers have in vain nibbled at it, but not one has 
yet attempted. to enter into the Merits of the 
Cauſe za certain Token that they find the judi- 
cious Author's Arguments to be unanſwerable, 
though they will not be convinced by them. 


From what has been already faid, I think it is 


very bug: that we have no Qccafion to enquire 
into the Baptiſms of thoſe, by whom we were 


baptized, it is ſufficient for us to be aſſured of 


their Miſſion, and to know they have been epiſ- 

copally ordained. . - e 
Thoſe that ordain or ſend, may and ought 
to enquire into the Qualifications of thoſe whom 

y ſend, and we hope they always do ſo. 

Hut if they ſend a Judas, the very worſt of 
Men, a Devil, as our Saviour himſelf called that 
Wretch, even before he fell from the Apoſtleſhip; 
yet if he ha ve the Commiſſion, whatever he acts a- 
eeable to, and by virtue of that Commiſſion, ſhall 
and good. An Infidel ora profligate Villain, al- 
though he have been baptized, is no more a Chri- 
ſtian, no mote in the State of Salvation, than 
one that is unbaptized; and yet even ſuch a Per- 
ſon; according to the declared Doctrine of our 
Church agreeable to the Scriptures, if he have 
Commiſſion given him, may by the Miniſtration 
of the Word and Sacraments, be an Inſtrument 
to fave others, and convey to them all the Be- 
nefits annexed to the Sacraments, as is declared 
in the 26th Article of our Church. Although 
© in the viſible Church, the Evil be ever min- 
« pled with the Good, and ſometimes the Evil 
Shave chief Authority 5 the Miniſtration * 
. © the 
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cc the Word and Sacraments : Yet foraſmuch as 
* they do not the ſame in their own Name, 
« but in Chriſt's, and do miniſter by his Com- 
* miflion_ and Authority, we may uſe their Mi- 
c niſtry, both in hearing the Word of God, and 
© in receiving of the Sacraments. Neither is the 
Effect of Ghrilt's Ordinance: taken away by 
ce their Wickedneſs, nor the Grace of God's Gifts 
* diminiſhed from ſuch, as by Faith, and rightly 
do receive the Sacraments miniſtred unto them, 
* which be effectual becauſe of Chriſt's Inſtitu- 
« tion and Promiſe, although they be miniſtred 
* by evil Men. From whence I think it is evi 
dent, that thoſe who are to receive the Sacra- 
ments, have Nothing more to enquire after, than, 
whether he who undertakes to miniſter to them, 
have Chriſt's Commiſſion and Authority for that 
Purpoſe, that is, whether he has been epiſcopal- 
ly ordained: For it has been abundantly: pro- 
ved by the Writers for Epiſcopacy; that none 
can give a Commiſſion to any to' miniſter the 
Word and Sacraments in Chriſt's Name, or by 
his Authority, but the Biſhops. Priyate Perſons 
have nothing to do in this Caſe, but to know 
that the Perſon” who miniſters to them in holy 
Things is ſent. How ſhall they preach, * fays 
St. Paul, how ſhall they baptize, how ſhall they 
miniſter in holy Things, except they be ſent? 
It therefore behoves us to be well aſſured, that 
thoſe who come to us, and claim an Authority a- 
mongſt us, to miniſter the Word and Sacraments, 
are duly ſent by ſuch as have Authority to ſend 
Labourers into the Harveſt, or Church of Chriſt : 
For ii they be not ſent, then can they not mi- 
niſter in Chriſt's Name, and by his Commiſſion 
and Authority, and conſequently the pretended 
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Miniſtrations are null and void. But if they be 
ſent, we have no Occaſion to enquire any further. 
Though they are Infidels or Atheiſts, our Church 
oy teaches, that their Miniſtrations are ef- 
ectual, foraſmuch as they do not the ſame in 
their own Name, but in Chriſt's, by his Com- 
miſſion and Authority. Since therefore the Va- 

lidity of theſe Miniſtrations depends ſo entirely 
on Chriſt's Commiſſion and Authority, e 
who have received ſuch Commiſſion and Autho- 
rity, may validly and effectually minifter the 
Word and Sacraments, whatſoever perſonal De- 
fects may be diſcovered in them, He therefore 
who has been baptized by one  epiſcopally or- 
dained, may be affured that he is a Chriſtian, 
notwithſtanding any Thing his Lordſhip inti- 
mates to the contrary. For the Baptizer had 
plainly a Commiſſion for that Purpoſe, and the 
Perſon baptized by him has no Occaſion to en- 
quire further, becauſe the Baptizer's own Bap- 
tiſm is of no more Concern or Conſequence to 
the Perſon baptized, than his Faith or his Works, 
ſince it is not the Baptizer's Baptiſm, but his Com- 
miffion that gives Validity to his Miniſtrations. 
It is acknowledged, that an unbaptized Perſon 
ought not to have a Commiſſion given, and the 
ſame may be ſaid of an Infidel or an Atheiſt: 


But ſince if a Commiſſion be given, it is allowed 
not to be void as to the one, I cannot fee how it 
ſhould be void as to the other. And if the Want 


of Baptiſm. in the ordained Perſon do not va- 
cate his Commiſſion, as I think it is evident that 


it does not, then all the great Perplexities which 


his Lordſhip ſpeaks of, fall of courſe. It there» 
fore a Diſſenter has come over to the Church of 
England, and has taken its Orders, all his Mini- 


ſtrations of the Sacraments are not null, " my 
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Principles,” but on the contrary they are all va- 
la, and he may be an Inſtrument to convey God's 
Grace and Mercy to others in the Miniſtration of 
Divine Ordinances, whatever becomes of him. 
ſelf. The fame may be ſaid with Relation to 
ſeveral of our Biſhops, if there be any of them, 
(as ſome pretend there are, and I know not whe. 
ther there are or not) who have been the Children 
8 — N 1 
ing, that is, Lay-baptiſm: The $ the 
2 ——— on nach are nevertheleſs valid 2 
that Account, becauſe it is not their Baptiſm 
which in any Reſpect gives them Authority to 
Ordain ; but their Epiſcopal Commiſſion which 
is a diſtinct Thing from Baptiſm, and has no 
Dependance upon it, as I have ſhewed in the Caſe 
of St. Paul, who received his Apoſtalical or Epiſ- 
copal Commiſſion before he was baptized. If 
any are uncertain whether they have been bap- 
tined by an Epiſgopat Miniſter, the Church has 
provided that they may be baptized Hyporherically, 
therefore let them come and be ſo baptized. As 
ſor choſe who have been born ſince the unhap- 
py Days of the Great Rebellion, they may eaſi- 
Iy diſoover whether they were baptized by one 
_ epiſcopally ordained or not: And if the Prieſt 
who adminiſtred Baptiſm to them was fo ordain- 
ed, _ have no Occaſion to make any further 
. 222 07-280 E124: ; 
6 The Auchoricies. which his Lordibip produces 
in his 4 | 
only ſhew che privace Judgments of thoſe Men, 
which if it be inconfittene with che declared Do- 
ctrine of our Chuech; is, I conceive, of no Weight 
in this Cale, [395 8" 
I have no more to add in Anſwer to what his 
Lordſhip has ſaid on this Occaſion in bis _ 
AN - put 
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but only that by this Doctrine we do not uncbri- 
ſian ſo many Thouſands as his Lordſhip frequently 
ſays we do. The Catechument in the ancient 
Church, though they were not baptized, were 
not therefore efteemed to be 10 Chriſtians. Con- 
ſtentine the Great, whom I ſuppoſe his Lordſhip 
will not deny to have been a Chriſtian Emperor, 
was not baptized till he lay on his Death-bed. 
And our Opinion in the Caſe of foreign reform- 
ed Churches,and of thoſe amongſt our ſelves who 
have had the Misfortune to receive no other than 
Lay-baptiſm, is very fully declared by the judici- 
ous Author of Lay-baptiſm invalid, (3d Edit. p. 103.) 
in theſe Words, which he has alſo tranſcribed 
from another excellent modern Author.“ Thoſe 
* who have been baptized by Perſons not law- 
fully ordained, and conſequently they have 
received no Baptiſm, having received it from 
* thoſe who have no Commitiion to adminiſter 
* it ; but who were guilty of the higheſt Sacri- 
* lege in uſurping ſuch a ſacred Commiſſion, 
* not lawfully derived to them by a ſucceſſive 
Ordination from the Apoſtles ; ” | Which ſacri- 
legious Uſurpation his Lordſhip alſo juſtly cenſures in his 
Charge. ] © But yet through a general corrup- 
e tion of the Times, ſuch Baptiſms are ſuffer- 
* ed to paſs, whereby Perſons fo baptized ſwim- 
* ing down the Stream, do think their Bap- 
* tiſm to be valid, and therefore ſeek not for 
* true Baptiſm, from thoſe who are empowred 
* to adminiſter it: I ſay, where no ſuch Ne- 
* ceflity of true Baptiſm is taught, and there- 
* by the People know Nothing of it; in ſuch 
© Caſe their Ignorance is invincible, and their 
* Sincerity and Devotion in receiving no Sa- 
* craments, yet thinking them true Sacraments, 


60 ; ted by God, and the inward 
a may: be geeep A e Grace 
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Grace conferred... But this Caſe does not 
** reach thoſe who do, or may know and ad 
better. We can therefore, and do allow ſuch 
Perſons to be Chriſtians in a qualified Senſe, and 
hope they may be in a State of Salvation, nor 
do we as the Oxford Letter cited by his Lordſhip 
expreſſes it, condemn them, Penitus & vigida ni- 

mis Cenſara. enn i ct n 
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